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vii

BILINGUAL EDUCATION

TEACHER TRAINING MATERIALS

- The bilingual education teacher training materials deverped by the
Center for.the'Deve1opment of‘Bi1ingua1 Cufricu]um - Da]]as;address five

broad areas of need in the fie]d of bilingual education:

>

Series A: Bilingual Program Planning, Imp]ementat1on, .
and Evaluation

Series B: Language Proficiency Acquisition, Assessment,
and Commun1cat1ve Behavior

Series C: Teach1ng Mathemat1cs, Sc1ence and Social
Studies

.- Series D: Teach1ng Listening, Speak1ng, Read1ng, and

Writing

Series E: '  Actualizing Parenta1 Involvegpnt

These materials are intended for use in institutions of ‘higher educat1on,
g.??? ’educat1on service centers, and local school d1str1ct in-service programs.
| They were developed by experts in the appropriate fje1ds of bilingual educe- '
tion and teacher training. | |

Serjes A addresses the critical issue of the effective planning and

. imp]emenéation of programs of bi]ingUa] edncation as well as efficient
program evaluation., Sample eva1uation in;truments and indications for
' fheir'use are included. Series B contains state-of-the-art information
| on theories and research concern1ng bilingual education, second language
\ acqu1s1t1on, and commun1cat1ve competence as well as teaching models and
; assessnient techn1ques reflecting these theories and research. In Series

C, the content, methods, and materials for teaching effectivé]y in the

subject matter areas of mathematics, science, and social studies are pre-

sented. Technical vocabulary is included as well as information on those




aspects rareTy dealt with in the monolingyal content area course. .

Series D presents the content area of Iangdage arts, specifically the
‘vital knowledge and skills for teaéhing listening, speaking, reading,
and writing in the bilingual classroom. The coritent of Series Es Actu- | b

alizing Parental Involvement, is directed toward involving parents with

the school system and developing essenfia] skills and knowledge for the
dgcision-making process. | o
Each pa;ket of the serjesjcontaigs a TeaCher Edition and a
StudenF,Edition,‘ In general, thenTeaéher Edition inc]udés objectives
for the 1earning’activity,‘prerequisjtés, suggested procedures, vo-
| cabulary or a glossary of biiinguaI terminology, a bibliography, and
assessmenf‘instruments.as'we11 as all of the materials in the Student
Edition. . The materials for the student may be composed of assignments of
readings, case studies,;writteh'reﬁorts, field work, or other pertinent
content. Teaching straiegies may include classroom observation, peér
teaching, seminars,}conferehées, or micro-teachinq sessions.
The language used in each 6f the series is closely éynchroﬁized with

specific objectives and client populations. The fo]iowing chart illus-

trates the areas of competencies, languages, and intended clientele.

COMPETENCIES, LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION AND INTENDED CLIENTELE

AREAS OF CDMPETENCIES LANGUAGE CLIENTELE
SERIES A. Bilingual Program Planning, © English “Primarily supervisors
Implementation, and Evaluation -1
SERIES B. Language Proficiency Acquistion, Spanish/ Primarily teachers
© Assessment, and Communicative Behavior English and supervisors
SERIES C. Teaching Mathematics, Science, and Spanish/ Primarily teachers
Social Studies ° English and paraprofessionals
SERIES D. Teaching Listening, Speaking, Reading, Spanish/ Primarily teachers
and Writing English and Paraprofessionals
' » ily teachers,
SERIES E. Actualizing Parental Involvement Spanish :::E:Es,yansiconmunity
liaisons




In additiqn to the materials described, the Ceriter has developed

a Management System to be used in conjunction W1th the packets in the®

‘Series. Also available are four Pract1cums wh1ch 1nc1ude a take- home
packet for the teacher trainee: ’

The deS1gn of the materials prOV1des for differing - Ieve1s‘0f lin- ¢
'guist1c proficiency in Span1sh and for diversified levels of -knowledge
and academic preparation through the selection df assignments and strate-
‘gies. A variety of methods of testing the information anq"ski119'taught
in real or simulated $ituations ie'provided along with strategies fhet
will ai1bw the instructor to meet indivjduai needs-ehd Iearning'sty1es.
In general, the materials are adaptable as source'materiaIS;for’a»tdﬁic
or as‘supplements to other mafeﬂ*h]s, texts, orﬂSy]]abi. They provide
a model that learners can emuTate ih their own classroom. It is hoped

that teacher trainers will find the materials motivationa1 and helpful

in preparing befter teachers for the bilingual classroom.
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Introduct'ion

~In the past most teacher training programs and materials have been
based entireiy on "expert's" knowledge, persona] experiences of educators,
and the inductive and deductive reasoning of program deSignerswand plan-
hers (California State Department of Education). Such information is im-
portant but not snfficient enough to risk making important edueationai

decisions. Therefore, these teacher training packets have been developed =

Ato bolster the va]iditysof knowledge about'biTingua]'education. Empirica1

knowledge is certain to improve the abiiity of educators to predict stu-,
dent outcomes of different types of students, given different types of
treatments under different types of conditions.

The prinCipies and appiication of the. theories and research on communica-

&tive competence (Hymes, Cana]e, Swain Cummins, Krashen DiPietro) in Packet I
f'are syntheSized and empirically and experientially operationaiized through

the teaching mode]s (DiPietro, Pusey, Calderdn, Rubio) in' Packet II. Packet -

III integrates‘theory and application -through discussion of assessment proce-
dures and problems‘in terms of language proficiency and academic achievement.

The authors--Cummins, Calderdn, DiPietro, Pusey, and Rubio--have been working

‘collaboratively in search of a.research-based theoretical framework for bilin-

gual education. These packets represent a collection of some of the most
current information on first and second language acquisition. The authors
hope that these efforts will trigger application and improvement of these

works for further refinement of bilingual programs.

~ ﬁﬁlﬂ
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Topical Outline-

\* L1ngu1st1c Trends' 50s, 605,~ﬂ705, 80s
L1m1tat1ons of Test1ng Instruments
Form vs. Function Issues R | ‘
Language Proficiency Assessment |
A Theoretical. Framework |

“*_‘_A§§é§§ﬁ€nt—6?lﬁntry and Exit Criteria

Rec1a551f1cat1on Process and Issues

Rationale

}One of the major reasons for the confused state of the art of“]anguage
proficiency assessment in bilingual programs stems from the failure to"de-
velop an adeqpate thecretica1 frameworkpfor re]attng language proficiency .
to academic achievement.’ Without such-a framework it~i5'impossfb1eieithere
. to develop rat1ona1 entry and ex1t criteria for b111ngua1 programs or to
de51gn test1ng procedures to assess these criteria. Thta packet g1%es batk-
ground 1nformat1on for the development of a theoretical framework and also
tries,tc illustrate how the construct of "language proficiency" is’centra1
to a variety‘of seemingiy independent'issues in tne educatjon of )anguage‘

Jminority students.

. o De3|gn for Packet Ill

PACKET I11 AND ADDITIONAL READINGS -

Th1s packet conta1ns state- of the-art information on assessing students -

in: b111ngua1 programs Its target aud1ence is the undergraduate, the grad-

". I



of "bilingual students.

LN

uate, and the participants of in-service program§’

The packet is designed
to stand on its own, without having to resort to outsideoreadings for pre-

sentation, disCussion"and work on Activities I-VII. . For graduate students

- and 1n-serv1ce training programs, the authors also recommend referraI.to

utilization of the recommended readirigs, part1cuIarIy the text by OIIer{

For those interested in research, resources are aIso included for indepth

probing. | . ' v ' - 4‘ .

LEVELS OF DIFFICULTY . o e .

Parts 1, 2 3 of Packet III are generaI knowIedge and mostIy applic- '

:abIe to undergraduate courses. Part 4, wr1tten spec1f1ca11y for th1s

Series by Dr Jim Cumm1ns, 1s recommended for graduate ]eve] or for the
advanced eager student/profess1ona1 who wants an 1ndepth anaJys1s of the .-

controvers1aI 1ssues impingirg upon the_assessment and_recIass1f1cat1on

RELATIONSHIP TQ PACKETS I AhD IT

| Packets I, II, and III are cyclical in nature and rejnforcegand,add
to each other. For example, Packet III mentions "discourse" but;does
not eIaborate upon it as I and II do. -Other theoretical concepts are
also expanded upon through the other un1ts

* » .
A NOTE ON THE RECLASS{FICATION MODEL_(PART 3)

The CaI]forn1a State Department ModeI for RecIass1f1cat1on is used

 here because (1)ait is comprehens1ve i détail and epr1c1tIy uses multi-

criteria. This model is still pending legislative adopt1on at this writing,
but training on this process has,aIready occurred -throughout the state and
has been positive#&'weCeived for the most part} and (2) Texas and otheri

)

. t,




states are in the process of writing their reclassification criteria based

on the'CaTiforniatquel.

A NOTE ON JIM CUMMINS' PAPER (PARTAAl

A definite h1gh11ght of Ser1es B--Language Proficiency Acqu1s1t1on,

Assessment, and Communicative Behavior--is that specific writing contr1-

butions were made by the renowned sociolinguists Jim Cummins and Robert J.

DiPietro. Packet III--AsseSsing Communicative Competence--contains in -

Part 4 an article by Jim Cummins: "Nanted° A Theoretica] Framework for
Re1at1ngtLanguage Proficiency to Academ1c Achievement Among Bilingual
Students." Th1s art1c1e is an e]aborat1on of a paper that was presented
at the Inter-America Symposium 6% Language Proficiency Assessment in Airlie,
Virginia, in March, 1981. | | |

This paper further elaborates on the BICS and CALP exp]anat1ons in
Part 3. It is also a condensed vers1on.of his paper written for the
California State Department Framework.fon Bilingual Education which will o
be pubtished later this year. As(the California publication implies, Jim~
Cumnins' theoretical framework will become the framework for bilingual |

programs in California.

Prerequisites

_There‘are nodprerequisites for“this packet. The authors recommend; .
however, that it be used as part three of the total series on conmunica-

t1ve competence By beg1nn1ng W1th Packet I, Theory and Research, and

cont1nu1ng with Packet II Methods and Techn1ques, the tra1nee w111 have a

o

better basis for d1scuss1on and application of assessment techn1ques and

their rat1ona1e.




Methodologlcal Procedures

s\

At the undergraduate level, some of-the activ1ties can be used as N

practicums as we]] as\in seminar sessions. At the graduate or in-service
N

AN
level, they can be used as practicUms and the Key Points at the end of C

~ the bhapters in 011er's book can be used in the seminar sessions. The

activ1t1es which lend tﬁemselves to practicums are I, III, V, and VII.

The activities include experienées with both pragmatic and discrete

item tests. -Students should be aware of how either kind of'test could

be used for asse551ng the target skill. The authors“do not wish“to re-

commend either type of test to the eXC]u51on of the other until further .J | "-'i
, empirica1 evidence is available. In asse551ng oral, reading, or writing 'é?%i ,
| skiils one must take into consideration certain factors such as age and

1anguage skills. These will determine both the choice of a pragmatic or'

discrete item test and the specific'kind,oi task in-the test. ,

The actiyities toihe carrieo out are mostiy to help understand the -
process involved ir as ssing language proficiency It is suggested that |
at the end of each activity each partic1pant administer the test to two .

or three students. Follow-up discussion would be benefic1a1,

Depending on the level of the trainees,-the‘professor/trainer has the
f]exibiiity.to expand to the degree'necessary on each of the recommended
\)topics to be covered.in each session. The number of sessions or presenta-
tions needs to be determined by (1) level, (2) interest, (3) format, (i.e.,
course or workshop), and (4) background of trainees. For an undergraduate .
and graduate course the material could be covered in a minimum of 15 hours.

Workshops can be divided into topics based on the objectives. It would

depend on the presentors as to the order and number of objectives that




coqu be covered in the. a]]otted time. (SeelManagement SyStemeanua1 for

Norkshop De11very System).

Inc]uded in the packet 1s a pre/posttest that Gan be used as a needs
assessment instrument, an evaluation instrument, or as dlscuss1on ques-
‘tions-~warm-up exercise. Absolute answers are given neither for the pre/ |
posttest nor fdr the activities, since the responses are eontingent on
the cohtent that was covered, However, gdide]ines are-given,'as well as
specific pages, paragraphs, or artic]ea where they can be fouhd. Thevshort
answerS'provided for discussion questions in the activities encouhage ela—
boration by‘the'student It 1s hoped that ‘the content will be ta110red to:
meet the aud1ence need and that the tra1ner/professor add- to and comple-
B ment th1s packet as needed . .

" In addition to the general pre/posttest for the packet Part 4~(Jim
Cumm1n§ paper) includes 1ts own pre/posttest. There are several a]terna-
tive uses of this test. F1rst the true-false questtdhha;Fe can be used as

°

‘a pre/post measure to generate discussion. Second, it can be\hgggeh up 1nto

several parts if the Cumm1ns paper is to be analyzed in- more than one sess1on.

Third, sections of the pre/posttest can be‘g1ven to three or four groups,.
ddring wohkshop or seminar sessiona;ithat is, after each.group has answefed
its questions co]]ective]y, a recorder/repdrter can share and discuss ité
~ findings with the total ghoup. | |
The page numbers where the answers can be found are'included after'éach
question to facilitate the grdup proceesnaessions. An answer key is a]sd
included in the ‘instructor’s mahua] for imhediate participant feedback.
PIease note that questions 27 and 28 "false" in terms of Cummins‘
“framework which emphasizes that language proficienéy develops\a1ong
different dimensions and is nefther totally independent nor indistin-
gdfshable from cpgnitiye and'academic.ski115. Thesetlaet two questions,;

N




- are key;in gehqrating giscussion on these crucia] issues (See Activity
VIII F@; this process). o N
Materials, Equipment, Setting -
Besides Packet III, extra readihgs are highly recommended and should

be secured at the beginning of the semester/workshop planning pek%od. The

extra readings are chapters from Oller's book and small articles that are
) eaﬁily accessib]e, t e )
B ~§harts and figures included in this packet can be made into overhead v
“*§;6n55arencies for vgkiety of presentafion. The Fec1assification5exercise ~¢M¢»~
shoqu be discussed by using overheads of all the forms ihcluded.‘ The
Cummins theoretical rationale will also necessitate. overheads for the dis-

cussian activities. These transparencies will also be useful at staff

development or'ménagement information meetings.
N L. L3 :1\
Setting should be informal, lending itself to large andasma11
group activities. Many field experiences are recommended. Conse-

quently, follow-up procedures can be turned into mini presentations.




Syllabus ~ iy

 SESSION LEVEL ACTIVITY
_ , \
T
1 Al Pretest and/or review of objectives®
(Also, pretest can be used for discus&ion
questions.)
Presentation of linguistic and bi]inguai\
,‘ _education trends of the 50s, 60s, 70s \K
' ; : W
’ (pp. 21-24 and 45-47 Teacher Edition) \
. (pp.}15-18 and 39-41 Student Edition)
¥ ASSIGNMENT: \
A o ) : .
e Undergraduates Reread pp. 21-24 and 45-47 Teacher Edition.
K Graduates/Pro- 15-18 and 39-41 Student Edition.
‘ fessionals Read pp. 48-53 Teacher Edition.
42-47 Student Edition.
Read Part 4 by Cummins.
T2 Al D1scuss communicative competence: definition
- and 1mp11cat1ons for bilingual education.
ASSIGNMENT:
AlT Read Part 2.
Graduates/Pro- Read 01ler, Chaps. 3 and 11.
fessionals

Optional read1ngs' Carrol (1972)
and Chronback, Chap vV (1970)




Syllabus

SESSION . LEVEL ACTIVITY
3 Al Oral language assessmeﬁt ‘
‘(Undergraduates :
Sessions #3 and #4) Do Act1v1t1es I and II.
(Grads/Pros do No. I as a pract1cum )
¥ Discuss relationship of ora]k1anguage
.skills and assessment to BICS.
' ASSIGNMENT:
AT Read pp; 25-29 Teacher Edition.
Graduates/Pro- : 19-23 Student Edition.
fessionals - Read Dieterich et al. article; Carroll (1968),
0ller, Chaps. VIII and IX.
Optional readings: Lado (1961)
& » "
A “'>r3 ‘\Jl‘
‘4 Undergraduates Do Act1v1t1es 1II and v, e
Discuss assessment of read1ng sk1115 .
in L1 and L2. .
4 Gra&uates/Pro- Discusswproblems of reliability and

fessionals ONLY

‘Do Activity III

validity of different types of tests -
and of specific ‘instruments.

(Pﬁacticum),

ASSIGNMENT:
" Read O1ler, Chap..VII.




i

Sy"abus

fessionals

SESSION LEVEL ACTIVITY
‘X : ‘ :
5 Undergraduates Discuss and follow procedure for student
6 Graduates/Pro- reclassification.
;fessionals . X
Graduates/Pro- ASSIGNMENT: ]
fessionals O :
R Read Oller, Chaps. VI and XIII.
Do#Activities V and VI - (Practicum). -
Rgad Part 4. .
LR '
,,,,, s S
7 Graduates/Pro- Kbiscuss how the results of assessing _
il  fessionals writing relates to CALP and ties:into
the reclassification decision.
8 Graduates/Pro- ASSIGNMENT:

Do Activity VII (Seminar or Workshop).
Read Parts 3 and 4.




How is L2 interdependent of L1? \

' Pretest

What is Communicative Competence?-

How have linguistic trends 1nf1uenced the focus of dinstruction

- and assessment?

What const1tutes the major problem(s) of assess1ng commun1cat1ve com-
petence? : , ;

Discuss’ the d1fference(s) between discrete 1tem tests and pragmatic
and/or integrative tests.xgﬁ
o

What is the d1fferencz§between Basic Interpersonﬂ?“Commun1cat1ve Skills
(BICS) and Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency (CALP)7

» i
* \ . W‘v

b
o

Wh1chastudent is apt to achieve better§1n Eﬁg11sh by grade 6 the one
who receives more English in grades K-5 or the one who receives more
Span1sh? Explain. . §

What should be used to exit a student out of a bilingual program?

pes
4




1. See
2. See
.3. See

-
4. See
5. See
6. See
7. See
8. See
)
“‘3,‘“
i,
W,
w "

Answer Key to Pretest -

p. 23 paragraph 1, pp.'§9, 50, 51, and Part 4f
pp. 21, 22, 45, 46, and Part 4.

op. 23, 24, 25, 49, 50, 51, 52, and Part 4.
pp. 26, 27, and 28. i

pp. 46, 47, 48, 49, and Part 4.

PP. 48,‘49, and Part 4.

pp. 49, 50, 51, and Part 4f”

p. 52. h
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Glos.'s’ar'y.

BINL: Basic Inventory of Natura] Language Test (CHECpo1nt Systems,
San Bernardino, CA 92404).

'BSM: Bilingual Syntax Measure Test (Harcourt, Brace, Jovanov1tch

New York).

CAL: Oral Prof1c1ency Test (Center f0r Applied L1ngu1st1cs. Arlington -
VA 22209).

Cr1ter1on-Referenced Test: A test used to evaluate the attainment .
of particular instructional objectives. The criterion is the
standard of behavior on which a judgment may be based.

. CTBS: comprehension Tests- of Basic Skills (McGraw-H111, Del-Monte -

Research Park, Monterey, CA 93940) T

Discrete item test A test of separate skills mak1ng up;one s to;alr
' language competence, for example, elements of syntax or. voca
1ary, based on the idea that these skills can be 1dent1f1ed as

unique skills apart from-each other (Lado).
}m

Exit: When a student is- removed " from the b111ngua1/b1cu1tura1 pro-

gram and is placed in an English only classroom. Exiting is one’
of;severa1 alternatives, fo110w1ng rec]ass1f1cat1on :
G -
Expectancy Band: A range ‘of scores on a testiof ach1evement con- -
sidered to be, 'average" for a given age-and ‘grade. For the
purpose of these guidelines, the recommended band is defined 3
as the range formed by scores above and below the average (mean)
score, within which the scores of approximately one-third of
all nonm1nor1ty students taking'the test are found. An alter-
nate way of viewing this recommended expect&ncy band is that
approximately two-thirds ofall . nbnm1n0r1ty students .taking a
test w111 have scores at or above the lowest score of the band.

Fluent Eng11sh Speak1ng (FES) Those non-Eng11sh language background
students who do have the clearly developed English language
skills of comprehens1on, speaking, reading, and writing neces-
sary to receive instruction only in English at a level substan-
tially equivalent to that of -pupils whose primary 1anggage is
Eng11sh ; 5

f

Formal assessmént Measurement of skills and know]edge according to
an established set of criteria. .

I]yin: )I]yin Oral Interview Test (Newbury House Publishers, Row]ey,
MA). o

Informal assessment: Measurement of sk111s and knowledge by other

than a forma] test,
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Integrat1ve test: A test wherein severa] language skills are com-
: b1ned«¥n~carry1ng out a language-oriented task, based on the :.

LAS:

idea that language production or comprehension is not a mattel
of isolated skills but on the:combined use of the acquired
sk1115 (011er; Carroll).

Language Assessment Sca]es Test (L1nguametr1cs Group, Inc.,
Corte Madera, CA).

L1m1ted Eng11sh Speaking (LES): .Those students "Who do not have the

clearly developed English language skills of comprehens1on,
speak1ng, reading, writing necessary to receive instruction
only in Eng11sh at a level substantially equ1va1ent to pup11s

vwhose primary language is English." EC 52163

MAT - Oral Proficiency Test (Center for App11ed L1ngu1st1cs,

)

Ar11ngt0n VA 22209)

A .
-

Non Eng11sh LangUage Background (NELB) Students. who. have primany

language other than English. They may be NES, LES, or ‘FES. o

Non-English Speaking (NES): Students who have virtually no English ey

. skills. : S : k *ak

Nonminority Students: Anglo students Who have English as their pri-

mary language. g | - e

Norm-Referenced Test: A test which compares a student's ach1evement

with a popu]at1on of similar students.

Pragmat1c test" A test wherein the evaluee's energ1es are directed .

toward carry1ng out some other task which is not Tanguge cen-
tered, but in which language must be used such as following
d1rect1ons or exp1a1n1ng how to do something, based on the idea
that language is not to be ‘analyzed by the testee, but used for
natural or academic commun1cat1on (Krashen Swa1n & Canale).

Reclassification: When a student can be Cons1dered fluent English

speaking (FES). Reclassification is distinguished from exit.

. Reclassification does not prescribe that a student be removed

from a bilingual/bicultural program.

k\&gc1ass1f1cat1on Process: Procedures and criteria used to determine

when a limited -English speaking (LES or NES) student has learned
enough English to be cons1dered fluent English speaking (FES).

Re11ab111ty. The extent to which measurement errorr1s slight and the

by

4__SEA:

extent to which the measurement is repeatable. For example,if
a test is given and an alternative form is given shortly there-
after, the scores should be the same for the same person; or if
twd”peoﬁTe”score'the same. test, the scores should be the same.

0ra1 Proficiency Test (Center for Applied L1ngu1st1cs Ar11ngton,

VA 24209)




Standardized Test:
determined norms.

*Validity:

A test that is composed of emp1r1ca11y se]ected
materials; has definite directions for administration, scoring,
and use; has data on reliability and validity; and has adequately

Both norm—referenced and cr1ter1on referenced
tests can be standardized. ,

17

‘The extent to-which-dn instrument measures what 1t g e
~said to measuré and not some other thing. ;
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. Upon the comp]etlon of th1s packet the student will be ab1e to.
.

'Obieotihves\

Define communicative competence in terms of L] and L2 by c1t1ng
the Canale & Swa1n components of commun1cat1ve competence

Differentiate between past m1s1nterpretat1ons of competence and

” "‘competence as it is defined today by citing 1eg1s]at1ve terms used

indthe past and the Canale, Suain,and Cummins-interpretations ot ,
today. “

Differentdatev1inguistic trends of the 50s, 605, and 705; inc]Udfng
the imp]ications of Chomsk&is contribution by identifying the

focus of linguistic ana1y31s of each period and discussing Chomsky's ;”
"performance vs. 'competence ! "

D1st1ngu1sh between "form" and "funct1on" by e]aborat1ng on the as-

~ pects of 1anguage that refer to form: and on those for funct1on

Discuss "BICS" and "CALP" and their implications for teacher train-

ing and curriculum deve]opment by identifying the elements of BICS

and CALP and how teachers must apply these to the c]assroom S1tuat1on

Explain the "Interdependence Hypothes1s" by exp1a1n1ng the "Dual- S
Iceberg" representat1on of b111ngua1 prof1c1ency o -
Explain the "Threshold Hypothes1s" by exp1a1n1ng the Skutnabb- Kangas

thresho]d 111ustrat1on

Distinguish between the dlfferent types of assessment instruments

by recognizing an examp]e of each.

Be aware, of the fa]]acy of current test1ng procedures for ex1t1ng |

At s e s s Nt i vmem s e e R e Ak Raat DA

students out of a program by citing 11m1tat1ons of (1) current in-

struments and (2) judgments by untrained observers.




10. Use a multicriteria pFocess for'fec1assificatiqn'5y‘citing'the Ca]ifprnia

| mode] as an example. e . | '_;_,
11, Prov1de a rat1ona1e for using mu1t1cr1ter1a for rec1a551f1cat1on by .
R ¥ SR G
synthesizing dua] 1anguage acqu1s1t1on theory, 11m1tat1ons ofAIﬁﬁtruménts,

tra1n1ng, etc.
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Part 1--Current Theory and Research

Communicativé'Competence as a term was first used by Dell Hymes

J (1968) to differentiate it from ]jnguistic competence as def%ned’by *

_ Chomsky (1965). In order to define Communicative Cdmpetence; we must

d1scuss 'some of the theor1es of modern 11ngu1st1cs both in terms of .
psycho]1ngu1st1cs (how 1anguage is acqu1red) and SbC1o11ngu1st1cs (how
1anguage is used). | ‘ ’

Up through the 1960s 11ngu1sts were concerned w1th the structure |
of the language and with descr1b1ng it in terms of its phono1ogy (sound
system), morphology (grammat1ca1 inflectional system) and finm?ly its
sy?tax (sentence structure) Throughout the 40s and 50s the maJor em-
phas1s seemed to be on the spdken language and the sound system. Any

effects the work of.the ]1ngu1sts had were more on fore1gn language

instruction than on native language instruction.

Still concerned with the structure of the language, but in terms
of syntax rather than phonology, Noam Chomsky shook the linguistic world
with his'theOry of generative, transformational grammar laid out in

his book Syntactic Structures (1957). He discussed deep structure (the

underlying meaning)'as different from surface structure (the sentences

" one speaks). To arrive at the surface structure, a speaker "transforms"

thevdeep'structure in one or more ways. ‘Under1ying his theory of syntactic

‘structures was his rejection of the premise that language was a behavioral

response -to a stimuTus (a-theory which has heavily influenced applied

1inguistics) Chomsky stated:

1. Language is innate (a pyoduct of a thinking brair and not habit
formation).

2. language is ru1e-governed behavior.

B | 21
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3. "Correctness“ is determ1ned by the users ‘of the 1anguage and is
based on underStand1ng (i.e., meaning cannot be separated from
language). ) “ . .

4, A1l languages have “un1versa15“ or s1m11ar1t1es (1 e., processes
' or e]ements in the1r basic systems).

5. Surface.grammar what we see, say, and hear) is only a manifestation
of deep grammar (the meaning, rules, and processes which we use to
produce 1anguage). v

6. Our 1anguage competence (our ability to use Tanguage) is not always
, accurately reflected in our performance (how we use the language).
(Haskel1, TESOL Newsletter, Apr1l, 1978).

.Chomsky"'s, theory had resound1ng effects on the f1e1ds of 11ngU1st1cs
‘and foreign 1anguage teach1ng as we]] as on the teach1 g of grammar and
readﬁng in elementary and secondary schools. A new i‘ erest in linguistic
research came about. If Iinguistfc ability'is innate,|then something could
be 1earned»about Chomsky's . syntactic theories by observing how small chi]-A
dren acquire language. Research by Lenneberg, Brown, and others quickly

followed. As a result of this research, Chomsky's original theories about

syntax have been refined and modified. He himself revised the theory in

another book, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, in 1965. ‘ : f o
Chomsky used two terms in his writings which haveﬁconsiderab1e*bear- .
- Aing on this discussion: "competence" and “performance " He def1nedx
AV competence as what one innately knows about the grammat1ca11yy of h1s
language and performance as the speaker,s ability to use this knowledge
in concrete situations. Competence is complete, accurate, and ideal;

performance is partial, flawed, and imperfect.

Linguistic research created interest in, two related fields--psychology
and socio]og&. The psychologists researched language acquisition and created
‘a new field of study--psycho11ngu1st1cs The‘socio]ogistS'mere interested in
how language was used in social settings and deve]oped another new f1e1d of

study--sociolinguistics. According to the,soc1o11ngu1st, language is used




for communication. In 1970, in a paper entitled "On Commun1Cat1ve Compe-’

: tence,“ D. Hymes ba11t on Chomsky's theory of linguistic c0mpetence Just

as a nat1ve~speaker canxaudge whether a sentence is- grammat1ca1 or ungrammat-

1ca1 Hymes contended, he can also Judge whether a sentence is appropr1ate
or not when commun1cat1ng with another native speaker. Thus, wecmust define
commun1cat1ve competence as the ab111ty to judge whether the. Ianguage one

uses is possible grammat1ca11y, feas1b]e semant1ca111, and apprqpr1ate SO~

cially. | iu' o .
The quest1on then is: How can a person's communicative competence be ;
assessed or determined? In answering this question, on€ must look at the

current status of assessing language proficiency and the two approaches to

~ testing it (discrete point and pragmatic) and‘fina]1y“decide‘hpw to determine

the best way‘of assessing communicative competence in L1 and L2 for diagnos-

tic and.pnescriptive purposes} There is a dearth of instruments for measuring

L1 proficiency in a language other tharn English. A few are available for
Spanish but’ are lacking for other languages.
The National Institute of Education in its 1978 pubfication, Assess-

‘ment Instruments for Limited English Speaking Students,.reviews.and ana]yses

.instruments for Chinese,‘French, Ita]ian,‘Navaho,vPortugueSe, Spanish,
and Tagalog. Rating criteria is included as well as crucial assessment

needs and lTimjtations. After perusing their chart analysis, it is quite

evident that these ‘instruments neeg revision and technical upgrading and

are_too limited in scope. Dieterich et al. (1979) elaborate more thoroughly
on the 1imttations of the tests. For an indepth discussion-of these
limitations please see.Dieterich's "A Linguistic Analysis of Some English
Prof1c1ency Tests." 1 |

At the present time determining a student's commun1cat1ve competence

-is at best fragmented and incomplete. This is due in part to a Timitation




df instnumentation and. in large measure'to a faulty purpose for carrying
qutcthe assessment. Instruments are currently on the market and others_are
being deve1oped'to measure the student's linguistic proficiency ‘in English
and/ar the natfve language. (These are discussed more at length in recom-.
nended readings.) However, the:reason'fon.determining the student's com-

municative competence, at least on the part of school adm1n1strators, is

often due to Tegal or bureaucrat1c pressure from agencies such as the 0ff1cef

. of. C1v11 Rights- (OCR) or to the state laws that require a minimal profi-
c1ency level for gradUat1on, rather than to diagnostic and prescr1pt1ve uee
by the teacher and the schegl Some teachers are aware of:the need and are
concerned about determining the student's needs, but others are not. Due  to
Timited 1nstrument;, even the concerned teacher is many tnmes not fully

equipped to determine completely the communicative proficiency'of the

students.




, .

‘Part 2— Entry Dlagn03|s and Prescrlptlon

Perhaps one of the greatest m1SJUSt1ceS bi]inguai edUCators have done
to their students is to identify them 1ncornect1y.and_p1ace them in pro-
grams not adequate to their needs."An appropriate "entry" process has
not been empiricaiiy tested, and state 1egisiators are still emphasizing - 'h,-
diagnosis but not prescription. Individual school districts or teachers ,
still have to re-diagnose and prescribe or re—prescribe once the state-
mandated testing has been comp]eted. A recent reV1ew by the Caiifornia
| 001nt Legislative Audit Committee (1980) found that due to the Timita-

tions in the mandated 1anguage assessment 1nstruments, schoo]s were not

o
o
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using consistent procedures fpr assessing pupils' English language pro-
ficiency. Consequently, pupil jdentification and classification varied
considerably among districts and schools in Ca]ifornia (0ffice of the
Auditor General, 1980). |

Some current language assessment instruments attempt to assess ofai
1anguage (LAS, BINL BSM) while others assess other aspects of language
prof1c1ency such as grammatical competence (I1yin) or know]edge of voca-
bulary. Validity (measuring what it says it measures) is an important
trait of any test. Content validity is difficult to achieve sinie/t e
components making up(communicatiﬁe competence are broad and not neces-’
sarily adeqaateiy described. Tnus, choosing a representative sample of
the language components is difficult. According to the Ca]ifornia
- Department of Education, these instruments 1ack const}uct validity (CA
State Dept. of Ed.,'1980). Construct validity refers to how well a

test measures a theoretical concept on which the test is based. Another .

trait to be considered in selecting or designing a testing instrument

is reliability. Would two people of equal competence score the same on
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the test? If the person took the test'now and again within a short
per1od of time, would the score be abott the“s;negnwft;;s probab]y fa1r
at this point to say there is no one valid and reliable instrument to
determine the true or even relative commun1cative competence of a person;
howeyen that does not mean it cannot be done. Some authorities such as
Dr. Robert Cervantes of the California State Department of Education

and ur. John Oller of the University of New Mexico have said that the
judgment of a teacher with the proper.linguistic training is as re]iab]e

as any test. A study conducted by J. Damiko and J. 011er (1980) found

© that: teachers whe were taught to use pragmat1c criteria in 1dent1fy1ng

Ianguage disordered children 1dent1f1ed significantly more children and
were’ more often correct in their 1dent1f1cat1on than teachers taught to
use syntactic criteria. . ‘ ﬁ’ | '
How can 1inguistica11y trained teachers assess their students”
communicative competence? Testing procedures fall into two fields--
discrete item testing and pragmatic testing. Discrete item tests are
promoted by psychometnteians or psycho]inguists. They feel that such
e]ements as reliability and validity ane important°characteristics of
any test. Pragmatic tests, on the other hand, are backed by socio]in-‘
guists and linguistic pract1t1oners or people from the field of app11ed
11ngu1st1cs who are more apt to depend on skilled intuitive Judgment The
fivst person to suggest'that both tests have their p]acel1n determining

communicative or linguistic competence was Dr. J. B. Carroll, who had both

" backgrounds.

The discrete item test measures some aspect or trait of language

proficiency in each item. It can be criterion referenced according to

some taxonomy such as a vocabulary item, a syntactic structure, or a

reading skill. It usually' is objectively scored. The pragmatic test
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deals with performance in a situatibn-ﬁthe'student's'capacity to use the

At
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language fluently, appropriately, and correctly. Both kinds of assess-
ments have their,piace,‘bqt it is importent to know what each can and
cennet indicate about the'overa11 communicative competence of a student.
First of all, what is a discrete item>test, and:what use should be
made by theéteacher”of sugh‘tests? A discrete item’test, according to
its proponents, is a more reliable way of measpring traits, skills, or
knowledge since it measures only one thing atje time and usually allows
for 1ittle subjectivity in scor1ng It may be multiple choice, matth-
1ng, f111 in the blanks (CIoze), etc., but on1y one answer is correct
and there is no discussion as'to what "correctness"‘enta11s. An item

may deal with a problem of vecabulary, of syntax, of comprehehsiOn, etc.,

~ but other variables will be 'controlled, since the item will be only a

”'guage in a product1ve way. Good language teaChees have always done this

sample of the larger domain. Most teachers are'famiIiar with discrete

item tests; since most standardized tests fo]1ow this format.

piscrete item tests‘have their use by teachers in‘diagndstic and
prescriptive ways. It,he1ps the teacher to know that Johnny may be able
to recognize the difference between /s/ and fz/ on an”audjtory discrimi-
nation test. He may even be able to produee them’ correctly when reading
a list of minime1.pairs but in spontaneous production still confuse them.

How, then, can "performance" or "use" of language be measured? Prag-
matic testing involves a simulated experience where the student must put

3}?4
to use in an integrative "spontaneous" way his controls of the lan-

in their c1ass s1tuat1on through ro1e p1ay1ng or paired dialogues or

1nterv1ews. It does have its prob1em in that the scoring may be highly

subjective; What determines correctness? What about the chiTd who on

S
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the playground may be very productive but in any structured test situa~

tion freezes or makes nervous mistakes? How can you make sure that the
structure or vocabulary you went to examine appears in the speech sample?
In the u.s., pragmatic tests have become increasingly popular as
oral Ianguage prof1c1ency measures have appeared, and pressure has come
upon schools to determine a child’ s proficiency in a g1ven 1anguage. 'In ¢
- other parts of the world, particularly in the British Commonwealth, these
tests have been around for seﬁe time. This author rememberseadministe}- |
ing tﬁe'Cambe{dge First Level Test of English Proficieﬁcy in a Third
World country some years back, and versions of the test have been around
for years before tﬁat. The test consisted ef several parts,_three of
which were an oral interview, an dbjective readihg comprehensidn test,
and a writing sample. The oral iﬁferview also congisted of several sub-
parts: - ' | o R

VA

(1) The interviewee chose one of three kinds of pehsona]iexper1ences
to‘relate (i.e., a trip he had taken, a mOV1e he had seen, a
frightening experience he had had).

(2) The interviewee reacted to severa] visual cues for &escription.

(3) The interviewee chose a topic from a choice of three (domaths
of philosophy, history, etc.) to ask and answer quest1ons

In each section the interviewer was to rate, on a five point scale of
fair to excellent, the student's fluency, control of syhtax, pronuncia-
tion and intonation, and vocabulary selection. In order to achieve in-
terrater reliability, inferviewers spent two days interviewing persons

of varying degrees of English proficienéy and ag}eeing on what constituted

each of the degrees on the five point scale.
S

CLOZE PROCEDURE

One of the types of pragmatic tests recommended by John Oller in

his book, Lenguage Tests at School, is the "Cloze" test. A Cloze test

34
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can be used to test reading comprehens1on skills as we11 as. more d1s-‘ | ;
crete grammar po1nts To qua11fy as a pragmat1c test, the. best proceduEe
s to de1ete every "#th" word after the f1rstvsentence. For example, in
a passage of approximately 60 words one m1ght Qmit every 5th word. The 5:
,number of words the person can supp1y correct1y is an indication of his |
'ski11y1n.comprehend1ng and proce§51ng the mater1q1. Care must be taken
in the se1ec£?6n of the‘passageg sincé evéh fdr natiVe spéakéfs'it has
_been shown that material which is outs1de the exper1ence or is. not "scr1p-
ted"ﬂin the brgin of the reader is difficult to reconstruct and bring
:‘closure to. The té;t can be scored-in two ways:. 1) exact words or 2)
contextual}y appropr1ate words count1n94?s correct:

~ President Reagan was recent]y shot. The man who shot (him) is now
Tocked up (in) a prison. He will (soon) - contextually appropr1ate- ‘
be brought to trial. someday) - exact -

John Oller’alsp emphasizes the importénce of meaningfu]Atasks. ‘The

ego of the peréon beingltes;ed must be invo]ved. He suggests retelling
a story or a movie, taking_a dictation, executing 3"ser1es of instructfqns

and/or writing an essay as ways of testing the person's performance in

the language.
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Activities for Parts 1and 2
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ACTIVITY 1

Py
T

- Assessing Oral language in L1

Age:

K-1

Pragmatic Test . o

»Task:

%h11d ;s to see some plctures and te]] a story about the p1ctures
Ilyin

1. As a group, decide what aspects of 1angdage will be assessed, such as
pronunc1at10n, syntax, vocabulary, creativeness, sequence. Choose
~a minimum of four of the above or add your own.

2. Deve]op a rat1ng“seg1e for each of the aspects you have dec1ded to
assess. Whaticonstitutes a low, fair, good, or excellent level of
proficiency? :

3. Discussion and evaluation

a.

On what basis did you choose the aspects of language you should
assess? What will these aspects tell you?‘_

How can the information gained from such an assessment measure

aid you as a c]assroom teacher?

What prob]ems do you see w1th th1s kind of test? for the child

) for the evaluator?

How reliable is it? Does the personality of the child or the
administrator affect the outcome?

Would the task be equally suitab1e for other age groups? Why?

Would the grading scale be different for a different age group?
Nhy'? '

Discuss how this assessment measure could be modified for an L2
situation for the same age group. What additional linguistic
skills would the administrator need? Would the criteria chosen
in Task 1 be the saye?

33 :353
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GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

ACTIVITY 1 -~ ) . ‘» S

a.

The aspects of language chosen to assess shou]d give the greatest
.amount of information on the stages of language development. -
Example: Vocabulary and sequence reflect cognitive skills which
should be ref]ected in L2 at the K-1 level.

The information gained from such an assessment W111 aid the teacher
in grouping and meeting 1nd1V1dua11zed needs in the classroom.”

One problem with this kind of test is.its subJect1v1ty. The
child may feel uncomfortable. The evaluator may not have the

" necessary sensitivity.

The reliability is dependent ubon the rating scale. The person-
ality of both the child and the administrator will affect the
outcome of -the test. .

Yes, the task would be equally suitab]e for other age'gfeups in
assessing native language. A1l ages can tell a story based on
visual stimuli. -

. _ The rating sca]e.wou1d vary at different age groups, since more

cognitive factors would be important with older students.

The administrator wou]d need a know]edge of L2 acquisition stages.

The criteria would differ since syntax wou]d become more 1mportant
. as a measure of acquisition.



-

ACTIVITY 11
Assessing Oral Language in L2 o
. . AN
Age: Grade 6 - "
Discrete item test: (cf BSM 11, MAT, SEA, CAL)

Task. Ch11d is to select a p1cture correspond1ng t9 utterance he hears on
, - tape. :

”>

1. As a group, decide what essential functions and structures of language
a-student needs in order to be abhle to comprehend aud1tora11y How many

”of these are needed for. prof1c1ency in L27

2. 'Dlscuss1on and eva]uat1on

LS

a. On what basis did you choose. the essential funct1ons and structures

you cons1der necessary for prof1c1ency?

"b. How can the information gained from such an assessment instrument
aid you as a classroom teacher’ _

c. MWhat problems do you see with th1s k1nd of test?
d. How reliable is 1t?

‘e. woalﬁ the task be equa]]y su1tab1e for other age groups?

29
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 GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSI0N QUEST\NS) |
ACTIVITY 11 o ',

. @
~a. If a formal instrument was used, no choice was made. If a local instru-
ment was used, attention shou1d be paid to s1m11ar1t1es so that knOW1ng
one word or concept such as plurality would indicate to the child which
. picture is being referred to. More than one word or concept needs to be
involved. _ .
b. A well designed~instrument can give you informatfon about the listening-
comprehension skills of a student for grouping and individualization.
‘A poor one will not give you the needed information.
c. Problems include:
1. Choice of picture and statements.
2. Use of simple sentences rather. than larger, complex ones. .
3. Insufficient integration for valid data. o o
d. "It probably is reliable. V

e. Yes, the test-would be suitable for other age groups.




ACTIVITY 111

AsSessing Reading in L1
Age: Grade 4
" Discrete item test: (cf. CTBS in Spanish or Gates-McGinnity,
- : CTBS, or other Eng]1sh read1ng test.)

1. As a group look at the comprehen51on and vocabuTany subtests. Are the
selections relevant to the student?

2. Examine the manual to see what the results of such a test can tell you.
Discussion and‘evéluation
a. On what bas1s did you choose the test?

b. How can the information from such an assessment 1nstrument help you
as a classroom teacher?

»

, c. What problems do you see with this kind of test? for the child?
- for the evaluator? - P

d. How reliable is it? Does the personality of’ the ch11d affect the
outcome?

e. Would a similar task be equa]]y suitable for all age groups?

- a
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- GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
ACTIVITY II1 T Y~—~—

a. The test sﬁould be chosen on its appropriéteness to the target population.

b. Information ga1ned from the assessment can be, used for grouping and 1nd1-
vidualization in the c]assroom

c. Problems with this kind of test may include biases in terms-of culture,
sex,, race, etc. These problems are for the child; for the administrator
proiﬁems do not exist. The test is easy to administer and score.

d. Depending oh the purpose for wh1¢h it will be used, the test is valid.
Standardized tests do meet the.reliability criteria. The personality
of the child probably does not affect the outcome.

e. No, it is not SUitab1e for very young children who- do not read. &




ACTIVITY IV

Assesging‘Reading in L2
Age: Grade 10 (intermediate .ESL)

Pragmatic test: Cloze procedure

L
< .

. 1. As a group select a passage fromfa book at the appropriate level.
» You might use a book from a series like the Longman's Structural
Readers or the Newbury House Structural Readers. In the ‘passage -
decide which words you will delete; you may wish to do every 7th
word after the first sentence. -

2. As.a group decide on a rating scale. Will other words be accepted or ,
only the word which appeared in the original text? : N

3. Discussion and evaluation

"a. On what basis did you choose the words to be deleted? Cou]d:you -
have made other choices? ’ .

b. How can the information gained from such an instrument aid you as
"~ “a-classroom teacher? - Could this 'same procedure be used as a teach-

ing device?
c.. What problems do you see with this kind of test?

d. How reliable is it? How would the rating scale affect the reli-
ability? S - '

e. Would the task be equally suitable for other age groups?

f. Would the grading scale be different if the age group'weré differ-
.ent? Why? . o



GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
ACTIVITY IV

Some factors, such as difficulty and purpose, affect the choice of words
to be_deleted; for example, in grammar points, articles are easier than
- prepositions; every fifth word is harder than every eighth word. The
more frequently the blanks appear, the more difficult the test will be.
A high number of nouns, adjectives, and verbs makes the test harder than
the same number of articles or prepositions.

This kind of test gives clues to the students' use of the vocabulary
.and grammar. It works well as a teaching device particularly when
work1ng on difficult items, such as prepositions or verb tenses.

One prob]em lies in thé\select1on of appropriate passages, as they can be
culturally biased. =

-Th1s kind of test can be very reliable. It would depend on using the
"exact" word or "contextually .appropriate" word in the rat1ng The latter
can lead to problems of reliability.

e.. This task is suitable for most age groups after K-1 and 2.

f." The rating scale would not really be different.

.

L
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- ACTIVITY V

Assessing NritingJ%n L1
Age: Grade 3
Pragmatic tesf: Writing a paragraph i

Task: Students will see a short movie. They will then write a pabagra h (a)
telling why they liked or disliked it, (b) summarizing it, or (cg fin-.
ishing it or telling what came before it. ‘ '

1. As'a'group decide on a movie and estab]ish how much .time the students
should have to write the paragraph. ‘ . BN

-

2. Establish a rating scale for a holistic grading procedure. Include

criteria on content (ideas, vocabulary, sequence, etc.) and criteria

~ on mechanics (spelling, syntax, etc.). What constitutes a low, fair,
good, or excellent level of proficiency? .

3. Discussion and Evaluation | -

a. On'what basis did you decide on the criteria for the rating scale?
Are they equally important? ' :

. b. How can the information from such an assessment measure aid you
as a classroom teacher? ,
"
c. What problems do you see with this kind of assessment? for the
child? for the evaluator? : S
d. What special skills does thp evaluator need if any?

~e. How re]iap1é js it? Does the personality of the child in any way
affect the outcome? .

f. Would the task be equally suitable for other age groups? ' \

g. Would the grading scale be different for a different age group?‘
Why? : ‘ ’

h. How could a similar test be used for assessing writing in L2?




GUIDELINES FOR DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

ACTIVITY '

a. Content should probab]y count much more than mechanics at this age.
Sequence m1ght be more important than specific vocabu]ary, etc.

b. This task gives clues to many cognitive skills as well as-language

- skills. It can be used to group and individualize in the classroom.

c. Problems of learning sty]esﬁare lessened by using a movie rather than
a tape by itself, since it is multisensory. Students may find writing
hard,and it takes considerable time to score. : .

- No special skills are needed to administer such an instrument, but _
a knowledge of linguistics and a command of writing skills are needed
to grade it. .
e. It is highly subjective and thus reliability is decreased. A creative,

verbal child would have an advantage.
’ ]

The task is suitable for middle and upper grades.

Yes. Vocabu]ary and mechan1cs wou]d become more 1mportant with the
higher. grades. .

f

The same procedure can be used, but the rating scale would have to be
different.




actvivv: o

Assessing Writing in L2

Age Grade 6 : ' | . ' =

-

Repeat the activity you did for native language making the necessary

modifications in terms d% grading scale. -




GUIDELINES FOR ACTIVITY VI

Modifications would include:
1. The movie selected would havg to be shorter and simpler.

2. One might wish to have the students retell or summarize rather
. than finish the story.

3, Syﬁtax as criteria would have to refTect developmental stages.

The édministrator.and grader wod1d need knowledge about second language
acquisition and skills in measuring the developmental stages.
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Part 3——Exit: Issues and Process

PAST MISINTERPRETATION OF COMPETENCE ,
Historioa11y; the 1968 Bi]ingua1 Education Aot Was directed at fchi]-

A

dren who came from environments where the dominant language was other than

‘ Eng1ish}“ In 1974 the amendments broadened the def1n1t1on to children of

1imited English speaking ability. . Then, the 1978 1aw expanded the act s

"coverage considerably and no longer nequ1red a premature exit (once chil~

- dren had gained the abi]ity to speak English although their overall En-

’ glish profisfency might still be limited). Nevertheless, students were

sti]]_not to be allowed to continoe receiving hilingual fnstruction once’
they had deve1oped Eng]ish proficiency (Title VII Regu]ations; 1974, |
1978). ' ' - |

The 1968 and 1974 def1n1t1ons of the target popu]at1on were based
solely ‘on speaking performance. The}1978 definition encompasses reading
and writing but still bases its theoretica1 frameWorkiso1e1y on language.

This reliance on language as the sole determiner of bilingual student
”

. underachievement has been termed as the “linguistic mismatch hypothesis"

by Cumnins (1979) and other psycho and socio]inguists.‘vThe occurrence of
this Tinguistic.mismatch stems from early attempts by linguists to explain
poor academic achievement of minhority 1an§uage children. \

" As one follows the linguists' trends in the United States, one can
seg where the“major emphasis of their research has been in the last 30
years | Figure lgdemonstrates these trends (Shuy, 1980). The triangle
a1so serves_to demdhstrate the size of the un1t of analysis. For instance,
in the 50s sounds word end1ngs, i.e., the sma11est units of analysis

were in vogue. In the 60s Chomsky $pearheaded the concentrat1on on whole

gentences and their meaning; but by the 70s, 1inguists and sociolinguists,

o0
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PHOENETICS, MORPHOLOGY; STRUCTURAL LINGUISTICS
" CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS _

~

SYNTAX ; GENERATIVE GRAMMAR, TAGMEMICS

Discourse ; Discourse AvaLysis

Ficure 1

1

(From R. W. Shuy. *"Communicative Competence.” A presentatton
at Multidistrict Teacher Trainers Institute, Redlands, CA, 1980,
and Coachella, CA, 1981. By permission.)

by articulating with each other, discovered that meaning comes from more
than the ana]ysié of a kernel septénce. Today socio]ingqists, anthropo-
logists, and psychologists know that meaning is derived from setting,
participaht, role relationships, and verbal strategies that gd beyond

the unit of a sentence. Unfortunately, the Bilingual Educatidn Act was

| written reflecting the top and center portions of that'triangle. Studies

on discourse analysis and other recent studies on bilingual education
must not have been considered, since the guidelines were instead based
on the linguistic mismatch hypothesis.. N )

The mismafch hypothesis focused on the visiB]e surface forms of L2 |
(pﬁénetics,tmo;pho1ogy, vocabulary,. kernel sentences) and ighored the uh-
derlying proficieﬁcies. Roger Shuy's (1976) "iceberg" metaphor (see Fig-

ure 2) demonstrates the visible language proficiencies (those above the

water) and the underlying prdficiencie§=(beiow the water). The surface
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R structures are those that are taught year after year 1n English-as-a- /
A\ ' second 1anguage classes, from one grade to another, through pattern drills )

and vocabulary lists.

»

. ‘ ILLER'S . .
Lin.LEVELS £§n&mn£s Seeaking  ReapInG HRITING
PH)M)LOGY DECODING . ENCODING
. ‘ MORPHOLOGY : MECHANICS

CODING VOCABULARY VOCABULARY - .

a

. ) : FiGure 2
\ ' A DeeP TO SURFACE REPRESENTATJON OF THE . A
LANGUAGE ASPECTS OF UAGE >

-

(From R. W. Shuy. "Assessing Oral Language Ab§lities in Children."
In L. Feagans and D. C. Farran, [Eds.], T angua £ _Children
Reared in Poverty, Figure 9.1,.p. 185. Copyright 1982 by Academic
Press, New York. 8y permission.)

These same surface forms are also assessed through current language pro-

ficiency assessment instruments in order to transition students out of

bilingual programs. )

~

The deep structures below the water in Shuy's metaphor are the func-
t1ona1 aspects of cognitive as well as ‘Tinguistic development. These -

underlying proficiencies have been "usually ignored in curriculum as well as

”»

in policy decisions regarding the language of instruction" (Cummins, 1980).

AN

Consequently, none of the mandate;\issessment instruments presently deal

with deep structures either.
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BICS AND CALP HYPOTHESIS

Cunmins borrowed Shuy's ieeberg metanhor to rep;esent‘his theory of
BIdS and CALP. BICS is the basic interpersona1 communicative skills tnatw
everyone acquires regardless of IQ or academic performanee. CALP ‘is the
cognitive/academic 1angueg¢.pr0fiefenqy thaf“nefers to the’dimenegon of

language proficiency that is‘re]ated to literacy skills (Figure 3);

PRONOUNCIATION MANIFESTATION OF
GRAMMAR LANGUAGE IN
VOCABULATORY INTERPERSONAL
COMMUNICATIVE
CONTEXTS

COGNITIVE/ACADEMIC
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

MANIPULATION OF
LANGUAGE IN
DECONTEXTUALIZED
ACADEMIC SITUATIONS

THE "1CEBERG” REPRESENTATION OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

FIGURE 3

Current studies on bilingual education indicate that the cognitive/

academic aspects of L1 and L2 are interdependent and that the deve]opment

of proficiency in L2 is partially a function of the level of L1 proficiency

at the time when intensive exposure to L2 begins (Lambert and Tucker, 1972;

Cohen and Swain, 1976; Rosier and Farella, 1976; Skutnabb-K;ngas and Toukomaa,b
1976; Cummins, 1977; Troike, 1978; Legarreta, 1979). During a Mu]tidistriet
Teacher Trainers Institutg (Riversjde,"CA, 1980), Cummins and Shuy reworked -
the iceberg meth;;hor to represent the Interdependence Hypothesis of bilingual

e
proféciency (Figure 4). The dual-iceberg’methaphor expresses the point that




ACADEMIC
erxEch

LANGUAGE

- N
gy%%, ' "~ Fileure 4

“THE “DuaL- ICEBERG REPRESENTATION OF BlLlNGUALPROFlCIENCY : 4

despite the obviodus differences between L1 and L2 in terms of the surface fea-
tures of phonology, syhtax, and lexicon, there is a common underlying profi- .

ciency that determines an individual performance on bognitivé?academic tasks -

~ in both L1 and L2. This developmental Interdependence Hypothesis proposes

~ that development of competence in L2 is partially a function of the type of

cdmpetence a]reedy developed in L1. If L1 is nof deve]oped to a'given Tevel,
L2 will also suffer. Skutnabb- Kangas and Toukomaa (1977) 111ustrated the
resu]ts of degrees of L1 development through -the Thresho%d Hypothes1s (F1gure
5), which proposes that there may be: threshold levels of linguistic competence :
which a b111ngua1 child must atta1n both to avoid cognitive dﬂsadvantages ;;‘\
(Engtish proficiency) and to allow the potent1a11y benef1c1a1 aspects of b1;

Tingualism to influence his/her cognitive and academic functioning.

-

‘Testing for the Exit Threshold. The reason teachers and others oftén

: pfemature]y aSsume that miﬁority éhi]dren have attained sufficient Eﬁb]ish

proficiency to e§it to-an English-only giggram is that they focus on the

surface manifestations of English proficiency (e.g.; accent, fluency, gram-
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< mar, etc. ) and ignore the -CALP which under11es English 11teracy deve]opment
Fluency in Eng11sh BICS is no more a suff1c1ent condition for. adequate
TyPE oF BILINGUALISM ’ CdeN}Txve EFFECT
K/\\ C A.PROFICIENT BILINGUALISM POSITIVE = _
AGE-APPROPRIATE LEVELS C°5NéT;VE o
: IN BOTH LANGUAGES \ EFRECT . ‘
< )
; - HIGHER THRESHOLD
‘ LEVEL OF BILINGUAL
a /\ B, PARTIAL Blth!GUALlSM NEITHER POSITIVE' PROF ICIENCY
: AGE-APPROPIATE LEVEL IN . *Nomnicown vFrects

ONE OF THE LANGUAGES . -

LOWER THRESHOLD
LEVEL OF BILINGUAL
PROFICIENCY

C.LIMITED BILINGUALISM NEGATIVE
: COGNITIVE EFFECTS
AGE-APPROP IATE LEVEL ' J
IN NEITHER LANGUAGE
(MAY BE BALANCED OR
DOMINANT)

~JLEVEL OF BILINGUALISM ATTAINED

’

FIGURE 5

~ CoanrTive EFFeCTs oF DIFFERENT TvPES OF BILINGUALISM
'(By Jim Cummins. Adapted from Toukomaa an'd Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977, p. 29.) .

deVe]opment of English reading skills in'a bilingual child than it is in

A~

“an English mono]inguaT éhf]d. _Thus, tests such as the Basic Inventory of

S . Natural Language (BINL) or the Bilingual Syntax. Measure (BSM) which at-

tempt to focus mainly on "natural communication" should not be used as
criteria for exit fromda bi]ingyal program. Although there is absolutely
no educational justification for mainstreaming children from a bilingual

program,'mgasures of Eng]%sh,CALP’(e.g., standardized reading testé) or”

L1 CALP are the cr1ter10n measures most 11ke1g;to indicate when ¢ children

] LY

are capable of surviving academ1ca11y in an Eng11sh-on1y program. The
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‘studies reviewed above suggest that (1) a realistic exit threshold of

English CAg;\?s unlikely to be reached before gfade 5 or 6,and (2) attain-
ment of this exit threshold of EngTish CALP among minority groups that
D ' . 3

'tend to exhibit poor school performance under English-only conditions

/

will be strongly related to the extent to which L1 CALP has been promoted
by the»bi1ingud1 progrqﬁ (Cammins, 1979-80). |

The issue-of,abprOpriate "exit crité;ia“ hasv1ong'been recognized by
Staté Educat}on Agencies. Both federal and state requirements providé
%irm-direction fbr'deve1opment of exit (or reg]assificat{on, as the term
California preféy;'to use) guidelines (seé Office for Civil Rights Act,}
1975; U.S. OHEW, 1977, 1980; Chacon-Moscone Bi]ingué] Edhcatjon Act of
1976). Tﬁe California Rec]assifiéatioh Committee fduhd that besides the
already cited limitations of language proficiency tests, judgments bx un-

trained observers regarding the language proficiency of students were of- .

" ten inconsistent and were Unduly influenced bj the ethnicity of the ob- |

: ; ‘ Y
server and the student, by socioeconemic:status, by accentedness of speech,

and by the setting in which the observation took place (Cervantes and

v

Archuleta, .1979).- .
This seemingly simple c]ﬁssification decision is, in fact, compli-
cated by many factors. It is, therefore, impérative that a multicriteria
approach be ﬁsed to reclassify Lip?ted Eng]isﬁ Proficiency (LEP) students
to Fluent English Proficiency (FEP) studéntsﬁ As ﬁn example of a process
for reé]assifyiné students, the California Model, whiéh has been adbpted

and adaptéd by Texas and other states, will be utilized here.

Recommendations of California SBRC: In its August 1979 report the

State Bi]ingda] Réciéééif%éétion bommifteéi(ééﬁc)wmadéA¥bu;rrecommendations

regarding .the design of a reclassification process:
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-, . Use a mu]ticriteriafsystem model for the most accurate and
complete assessment of the student,. skills.

. Use appraisal teams, rather than a single ‘individual,
review the information collected and to make the c]ass1f1-
~cation and placement decisions. Include the student's
: parent on the-team and ensure that adequate notice is given-
> ’ both of the appraisal team meeting and of its decisions.

. Use local nonminority students as the reference group, and
an expectancy, band defined by the thirty-sixth percentile
A and the sixty-fourth percentile, as the lower and upper
t boundaries of the band, respectively, as the comparison
standard for student ach1evement *

. Provide follow-up assessment after reclassification. to en-
= sure that students are correctly classified, are functioning
. ‘ , adequately in their placement, and are provided supportive
' services as necessary to sustain language and academ1c
growth .

' RECOMMENDED RECLASSIFICATION PROCESS

v There are seven steps in the reclassification process:
 Step 1: Reclassification is recommended.

bﬂ Step 2: The Student Appraisal Team (SAT) membership is
¢ determined, and members are notified.

~ Step 3: Information is compiled.
‘§§ep_££ The” SAT meets to consider information. :
§ﬂ§§1j§: C]aa;lﬁ¥€§t1on and p]acement decisions are made and
docuntented .
Step 6: Thirty-day follow-up procedures are completed.
Step 7: Six-month follow-up procedures are completed.
At each step the purpose of the step is described, personnel and other

resource requirements are ipdicated, and procedures to be employed are

deta11ed A complete flow chart of the process is included in Section 111

<

* This issue is still pending legislative acceptance.

o«

A - - 52

S7




Department s Office of Bilingual B1cu1tura1 Education.

RECOMMENDED READING FOR PART 3

Oller; John W., Jr. Lagguage Tests at School. NeW’York: Ls;gman; 1979.
Chaps. 6 and 13.- ; ’

>




Part 4-—Wanted: A Theoretical Framework for.
” Relating Language Proficiency to Academic
. Achievement Among Bilingual Students 1" =

IIt is argued in the present paper that a major reason for the con-
fused state of the art of language préficiency assessment in bilingual
programs (and indeed for the confusion surrounding the rationale for bi-
lingual education) stems from the failure to develop an adequate theoret -
ical framework for relating 1anguagg proficiency to academic achieve?ent.
Without such a theoretical framework i;yis impossible either to develop
rational entry and exit criteria for bilingual programs or to design test-.
ing procedures ﬁo asséss these criteria. Before elaborating the present
thedretica] framewofk, I shall briefly outline the evd]ution of its cen-

Ytra1 tenets. The purpose of this is two-fold: first, to illustrate how
the construct of "language proficiency" is centga] to a var%ety of seem-
iqg]y independept jssues in the education of Tanguage minority and majority

' siudents; and second, to help c1§rify how the pfesent framework is related

to theérg;jca] constructs elaborated in previous papers.

Evolution of the Theoretical Framework

Consideration of the appareptiy contradictory influences 6f~bi1in—
gualism on cognitive and.academic functionihg reported in the research
literature gave rise to ar initial hypothesis regarding the relationship

.between bilingual skills and cognition. Based on tpe‘fact that the devel-
opment of age-appropriate proficiency in two languages appeared to bé

associated with cognitive advantages and that the attainment of only re]a-

* Written by Jim Cummins, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, Toronto,
Ontario, Canada. : :
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tively low levels of bilingual pﬁﬁ?ﬁciency was associated with cognitive

disadvantages, it was hypothesized that there may be two threshold levels

* of linguistic proficiency: the first, lower, threshold had to be attained

by bi]ingua1 children in order to avoid cognitive disagvantages and the

second, higher, thresho1§ was necessary to allow the potentially beneficial

aspects of bilingualism to influence cognitive growth (Cummins, 1976, 1979;

Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977).

>

TYPE OF BILINGUALISM

A.PROFICIENT BILINGUALISM

. AGE=APPROPRIATE LEVELS
IN BOTH LANGUAGES

COGNITIVE EFFECT

POSITIVE -

COGNITIVE
EFFECTS

HIGHER THRESHOLD

LEVEL OF BILINGUALISM ATTAINED

* ByPARTIAL. BILINGUALISM

AGE-APPROPJATE LEVEL IN

ONE OF THE LANGUAGES

: ~ LEVEL OF BILINGUAL _
NEITHER POSITIVE - PROFICIENCY
KOR NEGATIVE

COGNITIVE EFFECTS

o LOWER THRESHOLD

CiLIMITED BILINGUALISM'

‘NEGATIVE

AGE-APPROPIATE LEVEL
IN NEITHER LANGUAGE

(MAY BE BALANCED OR |

DOMINANT)

Ficure 1

LEVEL OF BILINGUAL

COGNITIVE EFFECTS TROFICIENCY

CoaNITIVE EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF BILINGUALISM
(By 31m Cummins. Adapted from Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977, p. 29.)

The postulation of two thresholds was clearly speculative, but the

hypothesis has proven useful in interpreting subsequent research findings

(e.g., Duncan and De Avila, 1979; Kessler and Quinn, 1980). One of the

issues-rajsed by the hypothesis has recently emerged as a central ques-

tion in the educational debate about exit criteria in the context of U.S.

e b o PR L e g £ARR
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bilingual programs, namely: "When does a language minority student have
_sufficient English proficiency (i.e., a threshold level) to participate
* effectively in an all-English classroom?"

‘However, the hypothesis did not consider in any depth the nature of
the b111ngua1 proficiencies which constituted the "thresholds," except
to note that the thresholds would vary accord1ng to the 11nguwst1c and
and cognitive demands of the curriculum at different grades. This was
considered to be an empirical issue; however, as the continuing debate
about exit criteria demonstrates, the relevant empirical studies;remain
to be done. ‘

The thresho]d hypothesis was intended to prOV1de a framework for
predicting the cognitive and academic effects of different forms of bi-
lingualism. However, in its initial formulation (Cummins, 1976), the
relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency were not explicitly considered.
The threshold hypothesis was 1ater (Cummins, 1978) supplemented by the
"Interdependence“ Hypothesis wh1ch suggested that L1 and L2 academic pro-
f1c1enc1es were deve]opmenta]]y 1nterdependent, i.e., in educational con-
texts the development of L2 prof1e1ency was partially dependent upon the
prior level of development of thbroficiency. Thus, as reported initially
by Skutnabb- Kangaglénd Toukomaa (1976) and replicated in subsequent studies
-~ (see Cumm1ngs, 1981, for a review), older immigrant students (10-12 years
old), whose academic proficiency .(e.g., 11teracy skills) 1n L1 was well
established, devel ped L2 academic prof1c1ency more rae1d1y than younger
immigrant students They also attained higher levels of L1 academic pro-
“ficiency.

Following Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976), a distinction was made
between L2 “"surface fluency" and more cognitively and academically related

aspects of language proficiency (Cummins, 1979). Because the literacy

I3
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skills of many language mfnority students were considerably below age-

appropriate levels, it was suggested that the ability of these students
to_cbnverse in peer-appropriate ways in everyday face-to-face situations
(in both L1 and L2) represented, in some respects, a "1inguistic facade"
(niding large. gaps in academically related aspects of L1 and L2 proficiency
(Cummings, 1979; Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa, 1976). However, it was
strongly emphasized that Tanguage minority students educat1ona1 deficits
were a function of inappropriate treatment by the schoo], and that their
basic cognitive abilities and command of the linguistic system of their
L1 were in no, sense deficient (e. g R Cumm1ns, 1979, p. 240).

In subsequent papers (Cumm1ns, 1980a, 1980b) these two aspects of
1anguage proficiency were referred to as "basic interpersonal communica-
tive skills" (BICS) and "cognitive/academic language prof1c1ency" (CALP).
The distinction wasbformaIized in this way in order to facilitate commu-
nication to practitioners involved in educating language minority students.
As outlined later in this pader, the failure of educators to take account y
of this distinction was (and is) actively contributing to the academic

“failure of language minority students. For example, because students ap-
pear to be able .to converse easily in English, psycho]ogists often consi-
der it appropriate to administer an individual norm-referenced verbal
IQ (CALP) test. Simi]arly; students are frequently exited from bilingual
classrooms on the assumption that because they have attained apparently
fluentkEng1ish face-to-face communicative skills, they are "English pro-
ficient" and capable,of sur;iving in an all-English classroom.

The CALP-BICS distinction was not a distinction between "communica-
tive" and "cognitive" aspects of danguage proficiency. It was emphasized

(Cummins, 1980b) that BICS referred only to some salient rapidly developed
)

- aspects of communicative proficiency and that children's social and prag-
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matic communicative skills encompassed much more han the re]at1ve1y super-

ficial aspects (e.g., accent f]uency etc .) upon wh1ch educators frequently
based their intuitive Judgments of 1anguage minority students English pro-
f1c1ency. S1m11ar]y, it was stressed that CALP was socially grounded and
could only deve]op\withjn_a matrix of human interaction.

Within the framework of the CALPXBICS distinction the Interdependence
HypotheS1s was reformulated in terms of the "common underlying proficiency"
(CUP) model of bilingual proficiency in which CALP in L1 and L2 (e.g., read-
ing sk1]1s),were regarded as manifestations of one underlying dimension
(Cummins, 1980&, 1980b). This common under]ying proficiency is theoreti-
cally capable of being developed through instruction in either language
(see the "due]-iceberg" diagram in Figure 2). Thus, instruction in Spandsh
in a U.S. bilingual program for language minority students or instruction
in'Frencn‘in a Canadian French immersidn program for majority students is
not developing only Spanish or French academic skills; it is developing |

also the general cognitive and academic abilities which underlie English
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achievement. Hence'the rapid‘transfer of iiteracy skills across languages is

observed in these programs. Whether or not instruction in a particular
1angua§é (L1 or L2) will successfully develop CALP will depend on socio-
" cultural factors as much as pedagogica1~factors (Cummins, 1980b).

In the pfesent paper the dist%nction that waS made between CALP and

BICS is elaborated into a theoretjcal framework for relatihg language

proficiency to academic achievemgnt among bi]tiua] students. The terms-
"CALP" and "BICS" are not used because of concerns expre§sed about possible
misinterpretation of their megnin and implications; ;@wever, the basic
distinctions highlighted by these terms are unchanged.' The necessity to
make such distinctions can be i]iustrated by the confused state of the

art of language proficiency assessment in bilingual progkams.

'Lénguage Proficfency Assessment in Bilingual Programs ;

A cursory examination of the many tests of language proficiency and
dominance currently available for assessing bi]fngua] students (see, e.g.,
De Avila and Duncan, 1978; Dieterich, Freeman and Crandell, 1979) reveals
enormous variation in what they purport to measure. Of the 46 tests ex-
amined by De Avila and Duncan (1978), only four included a measure of pho-
. neme production, 43 claimed to measure various levels bf Texical ability,
34 included items assessing ora] syntax comprehension, and 9 attempted
to assess pragmatic aspects -of language.

) This variation in 1anguage tests is not surprising in view of the
lack of consensus as to the nature of language proﬁ1c1ency or "commun1ca-
tive competence." For example, Hernandez- Ch&vez Burt and Dulay (1978)
have out]ined_5 model of Ianguage proficiency comprising 64 separate com-

‘ponents, each of which, hypothetically at least, is independently measur-

able. By contrast, Oller and Perkins (1980) have argued that

60

G4




a single factor, of g]obaT language prof1c1ency seems
to account for the lion's share of variance in a wide
B variety of eduycational tests including nonverbal and
B - ' erbal IQ measures, achievement batteries, and even
Zer onality/inventories and affective measures. . . .
/ the results to date are . . . preponderantly in favor
// of the asgumption that language skills pervades every
area of the school curriculum even more strongly than
was eve thought by curriculum writers or testers.

S (e 1) o
Th1s g]oba] dinfension is not regarded by Oller (in press) as the only
significant factor in language proficiency, but the amount of additioha1

variance a counted for by other factors is relatively modest. //

e The /considerable evidence that Oller and his co]]eegues (e.g;{b]]er
. and Styeiff, in press) have assembled to show that academic andOCOgnitive
variables are strongly related to at least some measures of all four
~ gepleral language skills (1istehing, speaking, reading, and writing)
Aises an important issue for the assessment of entry and exit criteria
in bilingual#programs: to.what extent shgglg_measures\of language pro-
ficiency be related to measures of academic achievement? In other words,

to what exteht does the construct of language proficiency overlap with

|

g

I : _ the constructs of "intelligence" and academic achievement?

' ~/ . l } This theoretical question has rarely been asked; ihstead, researchers

h ". ‘have either asked only the emp1r1ca1 question of how language prof1C1ency

’ 1s related to achievement (often expressed in terms of the re]at1on be-
tween "oral language" and read1ng) or else 1gnored the issue entirely,

| . presumably because they do not consider it relevant to 1anguege profi-
ciency assessment in bilingual education. However; the theoretical issue

| cannot be avoided.‘ The re]ationship of language proficiency to academic

achievement must be considered in'vfew of the factpthat a centra]hpurpose

in assessing minority students' language dominance patterns is to assign

| students to classes tahght thnough‘the language in which it is assumed

55




they are most capable of.1earning and in which they will most readily
acquire academic ;kiIIS. If measures.of 1éhguage proficiency bear no
relationship to students' acqufsition of acédemic skills, their relevance
in the context of entry and exit criteria is open to éuestion. This
issue requires theoretical resolution rather than empirical because, as
wi11‘5e discussed below, some'1anguage measures correlate highly with
hchievemént while others show a negligible relationship. Without a
théoretica] framework within which language proficiency can be related
to the development of academic skills, there is no basis fof choosing
between alternative te;ts which are clearly measuring very different
things under the guise of "language profitiency."

' Essentia]]y; what is at issué-are the criteria to be used in deter-
mining the validity.of 1anguagé proficiency measures in the Epecific con-
| text of bilingual education. Whether we are ta]king about content,
criterion-related, construct, face, or eco]ogiéa] va1fdity, our procedures
for determining validity a;e dﬁways based on a theory regardjng'the nature
of the phenomenon being measured. In many cases, however, this theory
has remained implicit in language test deve]opmenf for bilingual studentS
and, where the theory has been made exp]icit, the cdnstruct.of language
proficiency has usually been regarded as independent of the construcgg

of intellectual and academic abi]ities?

Thus, it is reported (see Oakland, 1977, p. 199) that on the Basic

&

Language Competence Battery there is little or no increase in scorés .

across~the elementary grades among native ‘speakers. This-is interpreted

as evidence for the construct validity of the battery in that it is in-

- deed measuring "“{dnguage knowledge" rather than intellectual abilities :

»

or educational achievement. In arguing against “Ianéuage deficit" theories,

many sociolinguists (e.g., Labov,.1970; Shyy, 1977) have similarly asserted




that language prof1c1ency is 1ndependent of cogn1t1ve and academ1c performance.

%%huy (1977, p. 5), for example, states that "rather compelling evidence
rejects every claim made by those who attempt to show linguistic corre-
lates of cognitive deficit."

One apparent 1mp11cat1on of the theoretical position that "1anguage

| proficiency% is 1ndependent of 1nte11ectua1 ab111t1es and. academ1c ach1eve-‘
ment is that Ianguage measures such as the integrative tests (e.g., ora]
c]pge, dictation,'e1icited imitation) used in the research of Oller and
others (see Oller and Perkins, 1980; 011er and Streiff, in press) would have
to be rejected as' invalid to assess the construct of "language proficiency"
beceuse of their strong relationships to‘achievement and IQ.2 1

‘Many theorists would regard any form of contrived test situation as
inadequate to assess 1anguége proficiency, arguing instead for procedures
which assess children's language in naturally occurripg:communicatire situ- "’
ations (e.g., Cazden, Bond, Epstein, Matz, and Savignon, 1977; Dieterich
et al., 1979). For examp]e, Dieterich et a] argue in relation to an
elicited imitation task Bpat "it mirrors no real speech situation and is
thus of questionaQ]e validity in assessing proficiency" (1977, p. 541).

Although the requirement that proficfency measures ref]ectf"natura11y
occurring speech situations" is a basic principle of validity for many
theorists, few pursue the issue to inquire whether or not the commuqica-
tive demands of natural face-to-face situations are identical to the com-
mun{catixe demands of classroom situations. In c]assroqﬁé, students' ’
opportunity to negOtiate.meaning with the interlocutor (teacher) is con-
siderably reduced as a result of sharing.him or her‘ﬁith-about 25-30 other

; studehts, and there is'cbnsiderab1e emphasis on developing proficiency in
processing writ;en‘text where the meaning is supported largely by linguis-

tic cues rather than the richer "real-life" cues of face-to-face cogmunication.
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-These issues are being raised not to argue against the assessment of
"1anguage'proficiency" in naturally occurring situations but rather to show
the need for a theoretical framework which would allow the construct of

N\

language proficiency to be conceptualized in relation to the acquisition of .

academic skills in‘bi1ingua1‘programs The urgency of this need can be seen .

from the fact that the most commonly used tests of language prof1c1ency and
dominance for minority students clearly embody d1fferent theoret1ca1 assump-
t1ons in regard to the re]at1onsh1p between language prof1c1ency and ach1evef1'

1 ment. The Language Assessment Sca]es (LAS} (De Avila .and Duncan, 1977) for
example, are reported to shaw consistehtly 'moderate corre]at1ons W1th academic
achievement, whereas the Bilingual Syntax.Measure (BSM) (Burt, Dulay, and
Herndndez-Chavez, 1975) and the Basic Inventory of Natural Language (BINL)
(Herbert, 1975) tend to show ruch Tower correlations with achievement\(see
Rosansky, 1981, for a revieW). A]] of these tests showed lower correlations . \
with achievement than teachers' ratings efhstudents' cheeces for ecademic '
achievement if instructed only in English (Ulibarri, Spehcer and Rivas, 1980).
Thie‘teaCher"variab]eAaccountéd for 41 percent of the variance in,readihg

. achievement, and the BINL;VBSM, and LAS added only zero, one and four percent
respectively, to the prediction of reading achievement.

Apart from the issue of their relationship to academig achievement;"the ‘
validity of these tests can be questioned 'on several other grounds. For . .
‘example, Rosansky (1979) points out that the data_é]icited by the BSM Eng1f§h:
were unreiated to data elicited from taped naturalistic conversation of the
same ind%vidua]s. The LAS Spanish language classification is reported to
underestimate the Spanish profiéiency of native Spanish speekers consideeéb]y .

as assessed by either teacher ratings or detailed ethno]ﬁnghistic analysis of

children's speech in a rangeiof,settinQS'(Mace-Mat]uck: 1980).

Al
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- This brief survey of assessment issues in bilingual education suggests

that a major veason forthe confused state of the art is that the deve10p-"
mental relationships between 1anouage proficiency (in L1 and L2) and aca-

demic performance have scarcely been con51dered let a]one resolved. The

-confus1on about the assessment of “1anguage prof1c1ency“ 15 reflected in_

the varied criteria used to exit 1anguage minority students from bilingual

programs. e .

]

“EngTish Proficiency" and Exit Criteria

Lack of -English proficiency is common]y regarded by po11cy makers and
educators as the maJor cause of Ianguage m1nor1ty students academ1c fa11ure

1n English-only programs Thus, it is assumed that students requ1re b111n-

gual instruction only until they have become prof1c1ent in Eng11sh Logi-

ca]]y, after-students have become "prof1C1ent 1n Eng11sh " any d1ff1cu1t1es
they might encounter -in an Eng1lsh-on1y program cannot‘be»attributed to lack
of English proficiency. B h :

If we combine this apparent logic with the fact that the immigrant stu-

’dents genera]]y appear to acquire a .reasonably high 1eve1 of L2 f]uenqy within

.

‘Hoefnagel-HBhle, 19785, ‘then one mlght assume that two years of bilingual ed- *~

_ucation should be sufficient for students to make the transition to an English-

only program, “This°1ine of reasoning is frequent1y jnvoked to’justify exiting
students out of 5?dingua1 programs after a relatively short period. It is as-

sumed that because students;can cope adequate1y with the communicative demands

of face-to-facecsituations and may appear quite fluent in English, their English

profictency is sufficiently well-developed to cope with the communicative de-
mands of the regular Ené]jsh-on]y curriculum on ah equal basis with native

Engiish-speaking'students. S

»

o ‘o . R
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There is considerable evidence to suggest thét this Idgic is false.
Bilingual programs Which have been successful in deve]opiég a-high lgyel of.
English academic skills in language minority studen%s have %gya]]y maintained
instruction in L1 throughout elementary school. Usua11y it is only in the
latter grades of“e]ementgry schooi that studentslapprdach érade,norms in
English reading skills (see Cummins, 1981 for a review): 1In a similar way,
it has been shown (Cummins, in press) that it took immigrant students who

arrived in Canada after'tﬁe age of six, five to seven years on the average, |

to approach grade norms in academically reélated aspects of English proficiency.

Thus, it clearly takes considerably longer for language minority students to
develop age-appropriate academic skills in English than it does to develop
certain aspects of age-appropriate English face-to-face communicativeqski]]s.
It follows that students exited on the basis of yeacher judgments or 1énguage
tesfs which primarily*ésséss face-to-face commUnicativé skills are likely to
experience considéfab]e'acagemic difficulty in an English-only program, and
many will manifest the we]]-documented‘pattern of cuulative deficits.

The dangers of unanalyzed notions of what constitutes "English pro-
ficiency" can be illustrated by an example from a Canadian study in
which}the teacher referral forms and‘psychological assessments of 428
language minority students were analyzed (Cummins, 1980c). This-partic-
ular child (PR) was first referred in grade 1 by the school principal

who noted: . : v

PR is experiencing considerable difficulty with grade 1

work. An intellectual assessment would help her teacher N
to set realistic learning expectations for her and might .
provide some -#gs as to remedial assistance that might

be offered.

g

No mention was made of the child's Eng]ishLaS-a-second-language (ESL) back-

“ground; this only emerged when the child was referred by the secohH grade

\/ .‘ ,;\‘:. /' "‘f .\j
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. teécher in the following year. Thus, the psychologist does not’ébngidér
this-as a ‘possible factor in accounting for the discrepancy between a ]
Verbal I9 pftsﬁ‘and a Performance IQ of 108. The assessmenif?ﬂport Fead
as follows: = . ' |

Although overall ability level appears to be within the

low average range, note the significant difference between
verbal and nonverbal scores, . . . It would appear that
PR's development has not progressed at a normal rate and
consequently she is and will continue to experience much
difficulty in school. Teacher's expectations (at this time)
_should be set accordingly.

What is interesting in this example i?ﬁthat the child's face-to-

face communicative skills are presumably sdffjcient]y well developed that

the psychologist (qnd possibly the teacher) is not alerted to her ESL

background: This leads the psychologist to infer from her Tow verbal 1Q

score that "her development has not progressed at a normal rate" and to

advise the teacher to set low academic expectations for the child, since
she "will éontihherto expefience much difficulty in schooi." There is
ample evidencgﬂfrom many contexts (e.g., Mercer, 1973) of hoy the attri-
bution of deficient cognitive skills to language minority studéhts can
Qgcome self-fulfilling.

In many of the.referfaT forms and psychological assessments analyzed

in this study, the following line of reasoning was invoked:

Because language minority students are fluent in English,
their poor academic performance and/or test scores cannot

be attributed to lack of proficiency in English. Therefore,
these students must eitHer have deficient cognitive abilities
or be poorly.motivated ("lazy").

In a similar way, when language minority students are exited from bi-

,,fﬂinguaJ programs on the basis of fluent English communicative skills,
it appears that their subsequent academic difficd]ties’cannot logically
be attributed to "lack of English proficiency." Thus, educators are

67 1
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11ke1y to atribute these difficulties to factors within the student, sﬁch as
“"low academic ability" (IQ). o
These misconceptions derive from the fact ‘that the relationships between
“language proficiency" andiacademic development hdve not been adequately con-
sidered among either native English-$peaking or language minority students.
In the remainder of this paper a theoretical framework is éeye1oped for con-

ceptualizing these relationships.

A Theoretical Frameﬁork3

h

On the basis of the foregoing analysis of the confusions which exist
both in current language proficiency assessmeg% %ecﬁniques and in procedUres
for-exiting students from bilingual proj?&ms, thréé minimaI\réquirements for
a theoretical f;amework of language profi;iency relevant to bilingual educa-
tion in the United States can be outlined: First, such a framework must in-
corpbrate a‘deve]qpmenta] perspectivé so that those aspects-of language pro-
ficiency which are mastered early by native speakers and L2 learners can be
distinguished from those that continue td vary across individuals as develop-
meny progresses; second, the framework must be capable of allowing differencgs
between the linguistic demands of the school and those of interpersonal con-
texts outside the school té be ﬂescribed; third, the framework must be capable
of allowing the developmental relationships between L1 and L2 proficiency to
be described. .

Current theoretical frameworks of "communicative competence" (e.g.,

- Canale, 1981; Canale and Swain, 1980) do not meet, and‘were not intended to
meet, these requirements. Canale 11981)'distinguishés grammatical, socio-
IinguiStic, discourse, and strategic competencies but states that their re-
lationship with each other and with world knowledge and academic achievement

o

is an empirical question yet to be addressed. Although this framework is
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extreme]y'useful for some purposes, its applicability to bilingual education

is limited by its static nondevelopmental nature and by the'fact that the
relationships between academic performance and the components of eommunicativev
competence in L} and’L2 are not considered. For’ examp]e, both: pronunciation
and lexical knowledge would be classified under grammat1ca1 competence. Yet
L1 pronunciation is mastered very early by native speakers, whereas lexical
knowledge continues to develop throughout schooling and is strongly related

to academic performance. | |

The framework outlined below is an attempt to conceptualize "language

-proficiency" in such a way that the developmental interreTatienships be-

tween academic performance and language proficiency in both L1 and L2 can

- be considered. It is proposed only in relation to the development of aca-

-~

demic skills in bilingual education and-isﬂnot necessarily eppropriate or
applicable to other contexts or issues. Essentially, the framework tries

to integrate the earlier distfhction between basic interpersona] cominica- o
ti;esski11s (BICS) and cognitive/academic 1aebuage pfoficiehcy (CALP) into .
a more‘genera1 theoretical model. The g;gs - CALP distinction was intended
to make the same point that was made earlier in this paper: namely, academic
def1c1ts are often created by teachers and psycholpgists who fail to realize
that it fakes language m1nor1ty students cons1derab1y longer to attain grade/
age-appropr1ate 1eveIs in English academ1c skills than it does in English
fece-to-face communicetive skills. However, such a dichotomy oversimplifies
the phenomena and risks misinterpretation. It is also difficult to discuss-
the crucial developmental issues in terms of the BICé'- CALP dichotomy.

The framework presented in Figure 3 proposes that in the context of bi-

- 1ingual education in the United States, "language proficiency" can be con-

ceptualized along two continuums. Firséwis a continuum re1ating to the

range of contextual support available for expressing or receiving meaning.

-y -
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Rance OF ConTEXTUAL SupPORT AND COGNITIVE INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNICATIVE ACTIVITIES

The extremes of this continuum are described in terms of "context-embedded"
versus "context-reduced" communication. In context-eﬁbedded commuﬁicatiop |
the participants can dcth;;y negotiate meaﬁing (e.g., by providing feed:
back that tﬂé message has<no£ beén‘understood),-and a wide range of meahing-
ful paralinguistic (gestures, intonation; etc.) and situationa] cues support
the language; context-reduced communication, on the other hand, relies pri-
-marily (or at the extreme of the contiﬁuum, exciusive1y) on linguistic cues
to meaning and may, in some cases, involve suspénding knowledge of the “reai*'
world" in order to interpret (or manipu]ate) the logic of the communication
appr‘opriate&y.4 ‘
In general, context-embedded communication derives from interper-

nal involvement in a.shared reality which obviates the need for ex-

]




~ ©

plicit linguistic elaboration of the message. Context-reduced communica-
tion, on the oégef hand, deriyes from the fact that this.shared reality
cannot be assumed, and thus linguistic messages mqst be elaborated pre-
cisely and explicitly so thBt the risk ofhmisinterpretation is minimized.

It-is important to emphasize that this is a continuum and not a dicho-

tomy.' Thus, examples of communicative behaviors going from left to r%ght
* X

along the continuum might be: engag1ng in a discussion, wr1t1ng a letter
to a close friend, writing (or read1ng) an academic art1c1e. C1ear1y,
context-embedded commun1cat1on is more typ1ca1 of the everyday world
outside the classroom, whereas many of the linguistic demands of the
c]assroom ref]ect‘communication that is closer to the context-redoeed

end of the continuum.

The "vertical continuum is intended to address the developmental
aspects of commun1cat1ve brof1c1ency in terms of the degreéj,of active
\cogn1t1ve 1nvo1vement in the task or act1v1ty Cognitive, involvement
can be°conceptua1ized in terms of the amount of information that must
be processed simu]faneous]y or in close succession by the individuaT
in order to carry out the activity. | |

How does_this continuum incorporate a developmental perspective?

If we return to the four components of comoaﬁi;ative competence (grammat-
jcal, soc1o11ngust1£, d1scourse, and strategic) discussed by Canale
(1981), it is c]ear that within each one some subskills are mastered
more rapidly tha; others. In other words, some subskills (e.g., pro-
nunciation and syfftax within L1 grammatical “‘competence) reach plateau
levels at Which there ere no longer significant differences in mastery
between individuals (at least in context-embeddeq_situations). Other

subskills continue to develop throughout. the school years and beyond,
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depending upon the individual's communicative needs, in particular cul-

| tural and institutional milieux.

r
- 2

" Thus, the upper parts -of the vertical continuum consist of éommuni-
cative tasks and activities in which the linguistic tools have become
largely automatized (mastered) and thus require little aétivé cogniéive
’invo1vement for appropriate performance. At the lower end of the con-
tinuum are tasks and activities in which the communfcative tools have
not become automatized and thuS fequire active cognitive involvement. .
‘Persuading another individua] that your peint of view rather than his/ H J

, | hers is correct or writing an essay on a comp]ex theme are examples of
of sdch activities. In these -situdtions, it is necessary to stretch
one's linguistic resouces (i.e.{ grémmatica]; sociolinguistic, dis-
course,,éndettatégic chbétencies)'to the limit in order to achieve
‘one's'communic;tyéélgbais. Obviously; cognjti;e involvement, in thé
sense of amount of informtion processing, can be just as intense in con-
text-embedded as in context-reduced activities. . ‘
As mastery is deve]oped, specific 1ingqistic tasks and skfi]s travel v 1

from the bottom towards the top of the vertical continuum. In other
words, there tends to be a high level of cognitive involvement in task 1
or activity performance until mastery has been achieved or, alternatively, |
until a plateau level at less than mastery levels has been reached (e.g.,;
L2 pronunciation in’many adu]f immigrants, "fossilization" of ce;%ain l
grammatiéa] features among French immersion students, etc.). Thus,. learn- , l
ing the phonology and syntax of L1, for example, Fequires considerable |
cognitive involvement for the two- and three-year-eld child, and therefore ;

these tasks would be placed in quadrant B (context-embedded, cognitively

. demanding). However, as mastéry of these skills deve]ops, tasks involving.
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them would move from quadrant B fo quadrant A, sjnce performance
" becomes increasingly auiomatized and cogﬁitTVe1y undemanding. In a sec-
ond language context the sege\type of deQe]opﬁentaI progression occurs.
As specific tinguistic tasks and skills are mastered in L2, they move up
the vertical cont1nuum | _

The third requ1rement fOr a theoret1ca1 framework app11cab1e to bi-
lingual education is- that it permit the developmental interrelationships
between L1 and L2 proficiency to be conceptualized.” There is considerable
evidence that L1 and L2 profic1eneies are interdependent,>1.e., manifeste-‘
tions of a common underlying proficiency (see Cummihs,«1981). The evi-
dence.reviewed in support of the Interdependence ﬂypqtﬁesi% primarily in-
volved academic or "context-reduced“a1anguage proficiency because the
hypothesiSIWag developed explicitly in relation to the development of bi-
lingual- academ1c skills. Howéver, any language task which is cognitive]y
demanding for a group of individuals is 1ikely to show a moderate degree
of interdependence across languages. Also, other factors (e.g., person-
ality, learning style, etc.) in addition to general cognitive skills are
likely to contribute to the re]ationship between L1 and L2, and thus some
cognitively undemanding aspects of proficiency (e.g., fluency) may also
be related across languages.

As far as context-reduced 1la e proficiency is concerned, the
transferability across languages of many of the proficiencies involved
in reading (e.g., inferring and predicting meaning based on sampling from
the text) and writing (e.g., planning large chunks of discourse) is ob-
vious. However, even where the task‘demands are 1anguage-specific‘(e.g.g

decoding or spelling),a strong reiationship may be obtained between skills

in L1 and L2 as a result of a more generalized proficiency (and motivation)-

to handle cognitively demanding context-reduced language tasks. Similarly,
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on the context-embedded side, many sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face
communication are language-specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills
may be related as a result of a possible generalized sensitivity to socio-

linguistic rules of .discourse.

T

In conclusion, the theoretical framework appears to perhit the com-
p]eiity'of Ll-LZ relationships to be conceptualized while providing a
more adequate rationale for the essentially simp1g poiptvthat academic
skills in L1 and L2 are interdependént,f.fﬁe framework a];o provides the
basis for a task-analysis of measures 9f “1anguage proficiéncy" which
would allow the relationships between 1anguagevmeasures.and academic
performance to be predicted for any particular gfoup of individuals. In
general, the more context-reduced and cognitively deméﬁding the language
task, the more it WiTI’beVre1ated tb achievement. »Howevér, a]though
there are intrinsic cﬁ;racterfstics.d? some 1angﬁage tagig which make
them more cognitively demanding and context-reduced,,;pese task charac-
teristics must be considered in conjunction with.the/éharacteristics of
the particular Ianguag; users (e.g., L1 and/or/ké/proficiency, learning
style, etc.). For\examp]e, skills that haye/gecome automatiied for na-
tiye speakers of”a‘1anguage may very wg}1/be highly cognftive]y demanding
for learners of that language as ap/té. Thus, we wotr¥d expect different

relationships between achievemepf/and certain language tasks in an L1 as
ya
5 7

compared .to an L2'conte%f;/// ) '

Assessment of Entry and Exit Criteria Revisited

The theore%i;df/;rqmework can readily be 55p1ied to the jssue of

the assessment 0of entry and exit criteria. The gsoblem high]ighted earlier

was that if language minority students manifest proficiencies in some




as havidg sufficient l"‘Eng’h‘sh proficiency" both to fo?]ow a regular Eng-
lish curriculum and to take psychological dnd educationé] tests in Edg- =
lish. wgat is not realized by many-eddcators’is that because of language- -
minority students' ESL beckground,;the regular English curriculum and
psychological assessment procedufeszarevconsiderab]yrmore context-reduced
~and cognitively demanding than' they are fer Eng]ié%-background students.
In other words, students' English proficiency may not be sufficiently
.de;e10ped to cope with commupicatite demands which‘are very different
from those of face-to-face situations. |
What assessment procedures should be used for entry and exit in bi-
1idgua1 programs? Given that the purpose of Ianguage:proficiency assess~-
ment in bilingual education is p]acement of students in ;]a§§e§ taught
through the language which, it is assumed, will best promdte the develop-
ment of academic skills, it is necessany‘that the procedhres'assess pro-
“ficiencies related to the communicative demendshof schooling. However,
in order to be valid, the procedures shou]d 5155 reflect children's pre-
vious experience with Ianguege._ Because the Ehi1d's language experiences
prior to school have been largely {n context-embedded situations, the
assessment procedures for entry purposes should involve cognitively de-
manding context-embedded measures wh;:z are fair to the variety of L1
(and L2) spoken by the child. However, for exit purposes, it is recom-
mended that cognitively demanding context- reduced measures be used be-
cause these more accurately reflect the commun1cat1ve demdnds of an all-
Eng]ish'c1assroom If children are unab]e to handle-the context-reduced
demands of an English test, there is Tittle reason to be11eve that they
have developed sufficient "English proficiency" to QQTEJte/gn_an equal
basis with native English-speaking chi]dren in a regular English class-

room.




' These suggestions derive from a sheOreticei ana]&sis of the relation-
ships between language proficiency. and academic performance and clearly
requ1re emp1r1ca] confirmation.. However, W1thout a theore§1ca1 frame-
work for conceptua1121ng these re]at1onsh1ps, 1eg1t imat emp1r1ca1 ques-
tions cannot even be asked. An example of a common]y posed empirical
quesfioh»which is essentially meahingless\when asked in a theoretical
vacuum is the issue of-the relationship betweeﬁ,"Ora1\1anguage,profi—
ciencyi”pnd reading. Within the’contexﬁ oftthe present framework, "oral
language proficiency” could equally refer to cognitively undemanding |
“context-embedded skills as to cognitively de@§hdihg e;hpegtfredyeed
ski]]s. As one would expeét on the basis of the present analysis, there
is 1itt1e‘re1atidnship hetﬁeen these two aspects of "oral language pro-
>ficiency"; a]so, reading skiI{s are strongly related togfhe Iatter? buE'
unre]ated to the former (see e g., Cummins, 1981) | , .

In summary, the major reasons for the confus1on in redard to assess-
ment procedures for entry and exit crjter1a 1n b111ngua1 education ‘is :
that neither the construct of Ianguagelproficiency itself hor'its,re-'
lationship to the development of cbgnitive and academic ska]s has been
adequately conceptualized. Iherextreme positions (l)dthat language pro-
ficiency is essentially independent of cognitive and academic skills, im-
plied by some sociolinguists on the basis of ethnographically oriented -
research, and (2) that language proficiency is largely indistinguishable
from cognitdve and academie skills, suggested by much of the psychometric
research reviewed by O1ler and his colleagues, both arbitrari]y identify
particular aspects of the construct of language proficiehEy_withvthe |
totality of the construct. In the present paper it has heen argued thet

language proficiency cannot be conceptualized as one static entjty or as
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64 static entities. It is ﬁonstént1y developing along different dimen=

sions (e.g., grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic di-

mensions) and being specialized for different contexts of use among moho-_

1ingua1 English-speaking as well asnianguagé,minority children. In aca-
demic contexts, certain aspects of 1angﬁ%ge proficiéncy develop in spe-
cialized ways to become the major tool for meeting the ¢ognitive and
communicative demands of‘schooling. A major‘imp1fcation of the present-
frameﬁork is that recognition of the very different commdnicative profi-
ciencies requ1red of children in schoo] encounters as compared to the

' one- to-one, face-to-face interaction typical of out- of-sJKbo] contexts |

is a first step towards the development of theoretically and empirically

viable entry and exit proéeduresi

e
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S NOTES u - ¢

]This paper is a s]ight]y’e]aborated‘sersion.of a paper which was pre-
sented at the Inter-America’ Symposium on Langﬁage.ProFiciencyAssessment,
Airlie, Virginia, March,1961, and which will be pub]ished in‘the'sympo-
sium proceed1ngs : ' I | | k
The need for a theoretical framework exp11c1t1y designed to re]ate o

language prof1c1ency tb academic achievement was brought home tf;”t at

the " Language Prof1c1ency «Assessment Sympos1um (LPAS) not on]y as aqresu1t
dof cr1t1c1sms of the d1st1nct1on which I had introduced: between bas1c
1nterpersona1 communicative sk111s (BICS) and cogn1t1ve/academ1c language |
prof1c1ency (CALP) but more 1mportant1y, by the lack of dny ‘resolution ;
- of the jssues to which that d1st1nct1on was addressed The present theo~
ret1ca1 framework is essentially an elaboration and, hopefu]]y, a c]ar1-
f1cat1on of the BICS - CALP d1st1nct1on In add1twon to the many partic1-
- pants at the LPAS who made valuable suggestions, I wou1d Tike to acknow]edge |
my debt to John Oller, Jr. ‘and to Merra11oSwa1n for many usefu1~d1scuss1ons,

on these issues. . . ‘ o

2Much of the vehemence with which' researchers haverrejected the;verhaI | 5 -

components of standardized IQ and achievembnt—tests as va1id'measures of |
e1ther "1anguage4prof1c1ency" or cogn1t1ve abilities stems from the b]ae T
~tant misuse of such measures w1th Tow soc1oeconom1c status (SES) and o

ethn1c m1por1ty students (see for examp]e Cumm1ns, 1980). However, ' '55w
the fact that SES or cu]tura] d1fferences on such measures can be exp1a1ned

by accu]turat1on to m1dd1e-c1ass majority group norms does not account

for differences between individuals within SES dr cu]tura] groups on
cognitively demand1ng culture-specific measures of proficiency . In

other words, it is logically jnva1id to argue that a particular phenom-




enon (e.g., cognitive development) does not exist because Some of the

' toolg'used to measure that phénomenon'(é g.» IQ tests) have been abused.

«

3Thls theoretical framework shou]d be V1ewed w1th1n a soc1a1 content
The language prof1C1enC1es descr1bed deve]op as . a resu]t of various types',

of commun1cat1ve.1nteract1ons at home and.schoo1 (see e.g., Wells, 19819.

The nature of>these interactions is, in turn, determined by broader societal

féCtors (sée Cummins 1981)" In order to émphasize the social nature of
"1anguage prof1c1ency," th1s term w111 be used . 1nterchangeab1y with "com-

“

mun1cat1ve proficiency” in- describ1ng -the framework

4The term "context-redugod" is used rather than “disembedded"

. (Dona]dson.1978) or "degontextha]ized" because there-js a large variety

" ¢ of contextual cues available to carry out'tasks'even at, the context-reduced

ehd of the continuum. The d1fferences however, is. that these cues are
exc]us1ve1y 1ngu1st1 in nature. . ~

5It should be po1nted out that the fr:mework hn no way implies that -
1anguage ‘pedagogy shou]d be context-reduced There 1s considerable

evidence from both f1rst and second 1anguage pedagogy (e.g., Sm1th 1978;

: Swa1n, 1978) to support the principle that context reduced’ language

prof1c1ency can be most successfully deve]oped on the basis of initial «
1nstruct1on W 1ch~max1m1zes the degree of context-embeddedness In

other words tha more instruction 1s in tune w1th the exper1ence and-

. vsk111$ the child br1ngs to school- (i.e., the ‘more mean1ngf&l\1:rli;: the“ ‘
< . more’ 1earn1ng w111 occur Th1s 1s one of the reasons why b111ngua i

education is, -in genera] more suosfssfu1 for 1anguage m1nor1ty students

than Eng11sh on1y programs. e ‘ . RN
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PRE/POSTTEST FOR PART 4

i

Language proficiency is independent of intellectual abilities

. and academic achievement. ‘ - ’

BICS and CALP is a distinction befﬁeen “communicative" and "cog- ?
nitive" aspects of language proficiency.

A student can be exited after achieving the first (Tower) thresh-
old of linguistic proficiency. : ,

hl'and L2 academic proficiencies arefdéve1opmenta1iy interdepen-
ent,

L2 proficiency is partially dependent upon the.pridr level of |
development of L1 proficiency. . -

The “common underlying proficiency" of a student is theoretical-
ly uncapable of being developed through instructign in two lan-
guages. ’ ' '

Integrative tests are invalid for assessing Tanguage proficiency
because of their strong relationships ta achievement of IQ. '

Natura%T?‘occurring communicative situations are better than
contrived test situations for assessing language proficiency.

K

Imitation tasks are better for measuring communicative compe-
tence. ’ ’

When students can‘cope with the communicative demands of face-
to-face situations, they can be exited to an all-English class-
room. .

It is only in the latter grades of‘eIementany'schqu that stu- ’
depts approach grade ‘norms in English reading skiTls e

context-reduced communication relies on linguistic cues to
meaning and may in some cases involve suspending knowledge of
the real world in order to interpret the logic of the comunica-
tion appropriately.

Context-embedded communication is supported by a wide range of
meaningful paralinguistic and situational cues. - .

Context-embedded communication is where. the 1ihguistic messages

" must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so—that the risk

of misinterprétation is minimized. ,

In context-reduced communication the participants can actively
negotiate meaning. '
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‘16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

2.

Today tybical clasgrooms reflect communication whieh is closer

" to the context-reduced end of the continuum.

‘According to Canale,the components of communicative:compe-

~ tence are: ' grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and

strategic.

Peréuad1ng another individual that your point of view rather
than his/hers is correct is a sample of a cognitively demand-
ing task.

Any language task which is cognitively demand1ng for a group
of individuals is 1ikely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across languages. .

Factors such as "personality," "learning style" do not contr1b—
ute to the relationship between L1 and. L2.

There 1is definite transferability across 1anguages of many
of the.proficiencies such as "reading" or "writing."

- . A\
Many. sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face communication are
language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic sk1lls may
be related.
If 1anguage minority students manifest proficiencies 1n some
context-embedded aspects of English,they have sufficient’
Engl1sh proficiency to take psychological and educational
tests in English.

Placement tests should include cogn1t1ve1y demand1ng context—
embedded measures. :

Ex1t tests -should 1nc1ude cognitively demanding context-
reduced measures.

The major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment
procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct

of language proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized.

Language prof1c1ency is essentlally 1ndependent of cognitive
and academic skills.

Language proficiency is largely indistinguishable from cog-
nitive and academic.skills.
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) ANSWERS TO PRE/POSTTEST FOR PART 4

F Langdage proficiency is indepehdent of intellectual abilities "
and academic achievement.

F  BICS and CALP is a distinction between "communicative" and "cog-
nitive" aspects of language proficiency.

N

F__ A student can be exited after achieving the first (lower) thresh-
old of Tlinguistic proficiency. '

T ;1 and L2 academic proficiencies are deVeTopmenta11y interdepen-~
' ent. . ,

T L2 proficigncy is partially dependent upon the prior level of

. development of Ll proficiency.

F The " fmon Uhder1ying_prdficiency" of a student is theoretical-
1y uncapable of being developed through instruction in two lan-
guages. ) . .

" F Integrative tests are invalid for assessing language proficiency
because of their strong relationships to achievement of 1Q.

F Naturally occurring communicative situations are betterythan
contrived test situations for assessing language proficiency.

F Imitation tasks are better for measuring communicative~cdﬁbe-
tence.

F When students can cope with the communicative demands of face-
to-face situations, they can be exited~th§n all-English class-
room. ° S -

T It is only in the latter grades of elementary school that stu-
dents approach gr§de norms in English reading skills..

T Context-reduced communication relies on linguistic cues to . .
meaning and may in some cases involve suspending knowledge of .

the real world in order to interpret the logic of the comunica-
~ . tion appropriately.., : :

T Context;embedded communication ishsupported by a wide range of
meaningful paralinguistic and situational cues.

F “context-embedded communication is where the Tinguistic messages
must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so that the risk
* of misinterpretation is minimized. '

F  In context-reduced commun{catidn’thé participants,can.activer
negotiate meaning. '

f o
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16.

17.

18.

19.
- 20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

, 25.

26.

27.

28.

T

T

of 1anguage proficiency has not been adequate]y conceptualized.

Today typical classrooms reflect communication which is closer
to the context-reduced end of the cont1nuum

According to Canale, the components of communicative compe-
tence are: -grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and
strategic. : :

Persuad1ng“another individual that your po1ntlof view rather
than his/hers is correct is a sample of a cognitively demand-
ing task. _

Any language task which is cognitively demand1ng for a group
of individuals is likely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across langyages.

Factors such as "persona11ty;'"1earn1ng style" do not contrib-
ute to the relat1onsh1p between L1 and L2. o

There is definite transferab111ty across languages of many
of the. proficiencies such as "reading" or "writing." .

Many soc1o11ngu1st1c rules of face-to-face communication are
language specific, but L1 and L2 soc1ol1ngu1st1c skills may
be related.

If language minority students manifest proficiencies in some .
context-embedded aspects of English,they have sufficient o
English proficiency to take psychological and educational

tests in English.

P

Placement tests should include cognitively demand1ng context-
embedded measures

Exit tests shou]d include cogn1t1ve1y demand1ng context-
reduced measures. :

The major reason for the confus1on in regard to assessment.
procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct

~

Language proficiency is essent1a11y 1ndependent of cogn1t1ve
and academ1c sk11ls _ . .

Language prof1c1ency is largely 1nd1st1ngu1shab1e from cog-

n1t1ve and academic skills. _ -







ACTIVITY VII--PART 1

Seminar/Workshop on: A Theoretical Framework for Bilingual Education

Mode: Small group process

Time: 1 hour |

Number of groups: 3

Materials necessary: Cummins' article (Parf 4); 3 true-false gques-
’ tionnaires for Groups I, II, III; overhead

transparencies with answers (pp. 95, 99, 103
Teacher Edition); overhead pro;ector.

Prerequisite: Knowledge of BICS and CALP

Task 1 Time alloted: 30 minutes

1. Participants divide into 3 groups and work collectively to answer
the true-false questionnaire.

2. A recorder/reporter writes down the answers and any concerns that
each question might have generated.

*

Task 21} Time alloted: 30 minutes

1. Each group receives the other two questionnaires (unanswered).

2. - Each recorder/reporter reads the group answers and presents dis-
cussion concerns.

3. Corré%t answers are projected on the overhead.

4. Further clarification ensues through the part1c1pants themselves
if necessary.

91 92 R
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ACTIVITY VII--PART 1

DISCUSSION -ITEMS FOR GROUP I J : g , : .

1. - Language proficiency is independent of intellectual abilities

and academic achievement. \
2. BICS and CALP is a distinction between “communicative" and “cog-
nitive" aspects of language proficiency.
3. A student can be exited after achieving the first (lower) thresh-,
old of linguistic proficiency. :
4. hl and‘kz academic proficiencies are developmentally interdepen-
ent. |
5. L2 proficiency iS‘pértially dependent upon the prior level of
: development of L1 proficiency. " |
6. The “common underlying proficiency” of a student is theoreticg}f
1y’ uncapable of being developed through instryction in two lan-
guages. : RS : .
7. Intégrative tests are invalid for assessing language proficiency
because of their strong relatidnships to achievement of IQ. :
8. Naturally occurring communicative situations are better than

contrived “test situations for assessing language proficiency.

9. Imitation tasks are better for measuring communicative Eompe-
‘ tence. ‘ '
10. When students can cope with the communicative demands of face- '
to-face situations, they can be exited to an all-English class~
room. ' : o .
11. It is only in the latter grades of elementary school that stu-

. ~dents approach grade norms in English reading skills.
¢ : i ) : . = . ‘ .




ACTIVITY VII--PART 1

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP I

1. __F  lLanguage proficiency is independent of intellectual abilities
and academic achievement.

2. F BICS and CALP is a distinction between "communicative" and "cog-
n1t1ve" aspects of language proficiency. :

3. F A student can be exited after ach1ev1nq the f1rst (Tower) thresh-
- old of linguistic proficiency. ‘

4, T L1 and L2 academic prof1C1enC1es are deve10pmenta11y 1nterdepen-
. dent. .

5. & T' L2 prof1C1ency is part1a11y dependent upon the prior level of
deve]opment of L1 proficiency.

J 6.' F The "common underlying prof1C1ency(/;;Ta student is theoretical-
. 1y uncapable of be1ng.deve10ped through instruction in two lan-

guages. -
7. F Integrative tests are invalid for assessing 1anguage prof1C1ency
- because of the1r strong re]at1onsh1ps to ach1evement of IQ.
‘ ] , @
8. F Naturally occurring commun1cat1ve situations are better than

, contrived test situations for assess1ng Tanguage prof1C1ency

9. F Imitation tasks are better for measuring commun1cat1ve compe-

tence. ) | \ e

10. F When students can cope with the communicative demands of face-
to-face s1tuat1ons, they can be*exited to an all-English class-
room. \

- 11. T It is only 1n the latter grades of elementary schoo] ‘that stu- .’
dents approach grade norms in English read1ng sk1115
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ACTIVITY VIL:-PART 1
DISCUSSION IfEMS FOR GROUPVII

12. Context-reduced communication re11es on 11ngu1st1c cues to
meaning and may in some cases involve suspending knowledge of .
the real world in order to 1nterpret the logic of the comunica-. -
tion appropriately. ' . -

13, Cohtext—embedded~communication.is"supported by a wide range of
meaningful para]inguistic_and situational cues. :

.14, . Context-embedded communication is where the Tinguistic messages - :
' must be elaborated prec1se1y and exp11c1t1y SO that the risk L.
of m1s1nterpretat1on is ' minimized. : T

15. In context-reduced communication the part1c1pants can act1ve1y
“negotiate mean1ng

16. ° - Today typ1ca1 c]assrooms ref1ect commun1cat1on wh1ch is c]oser
to the context-reduced end of the continuum. ‘ o .

17.: - According to Canale, the components of communicative compe -
tence are: grammat1ca1, sociolinguistic, d1scourse, and.
strateg1c : , .
- .
-18. Persuading another 1nd1v1dua1 that.-your point of view rather
than his/hers is correct.is a samp]e of a cognitively demand- .
ing task. _ v S

|
|



ACTIVITY VII--PART 1
A : v ,
DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP II

12.

13.

14.

- 15.

16.

Y2

18,
R ~ than his/hers is correct is a sample of & cognitively demand-

T Contextheduced communication relies on linguistic cuesﬂto

~ meaning and may in some cases involve suspending knowledge of
the real world in order to interpret the "logic of the comunica-
tion appropriately. - . : \ ' -

T Context-embedded communication is supported by a wide range of -
meaningful paralinguistic and situa@ioha] cues. :

‘F “Context-embedded communication is where the linguistic messages

" must be elaborated precisely and explicitly so that the risk.
of misinterpretation is minimized. o : ‘

F_- In context-reduced communication the participants can #ttively

negotiate meaning. :

T Today'typiéa1”ciass;ooms reflect communication which is closer

to the context-reduced end of the continuum.

T Accordin§ to CanE]é,theucombonéntsAof’communicatiVe compe -

‘tence are: grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and
: stratégic. - ' Lo . .

T ‘Persuading anothe individual that your point of view rather

Jing task. - o N . .

o

i
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ACTIVITY VII--PART 1
DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP III

19. > Any language task which is cognitively demanding for a group

of individuals is likely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across languages.

20. Factors such as “persona1ity£'"1earning}}&y1e“ do not contrib-
ute to the relationship betweep L1 and L2.

o 21. There is definite transferability across languages of many
of the proficiencies such as "reading" or "writing."

22. Many sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face communication are
language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may
be related. :

‘ P ;
23. If language minority students manifest proficiencies in some

context-embedded aspects of English,they have sufficieht
‘English proficiency to take psychological and educational
tests in English.

24, Placement tests should include coghitive1y demanding context~
embedded measures.

25. Exit tests should include cognitively deﬁgnding context- .
' reduced measures. N .

26. The major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment

procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct
. of language proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized.

27. ’ Language proficiency is essentially independent of cognitive
and academic skills.

28. Language proficiency is largely indistinguiéhab1e from cog-
nitive and academic skills.

01 *




ACTIVITY VII--PART 1
DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR GROUP 1T

19. T . Any language task which is cognitively demanding for a group
- of individuals is 1ikely to show a moderate degree of inter-
dependence across languages.

20. F Factors such as "personality," "learning style" do not contrib-
yte to the relationship between L1 and L2. '

21. T There is-definite transferability across languages of many
of the proficiencies such as "reading" or "writing."

22. T - Many sociolinguistic rules of face-to-face communication are
language specific, but L1 and L2 sociolinguistic skills may
be related.

23. F If language minority students manifest proficiencies in some

context-embedded aspects of English;they have sufficient
English proficféncy to take psychological and educational
tests in English.

24. T Placement tests should include cognitively demanding context-
embedded measures. .

25. T Exit tests should include cognitively demanding context-
reduced measures. ~ 3

26. T The ‘major reason for the confusion in regard to assessment
procedures for entry and exit criteria is that the construct
of language proficiency has not been adequately conceptualized.

27. F Language proficiency is esseﬁtia]]y independent of cognitive
‘ ~and academic skills.

28. __F - Language proficiency is largely indistinguishable from cog- ,
: nitive and academic skills.
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ACTIVITY VII--PART 2

©
5

Seminar/Workshop on: A Theoretical Framework fof Bi]ingua]lEducatggn

\ ! iy
Y
. B

Mode: Small gro:%\grocess and individual tasks

-

' N
Time: From 1 to 3 days
\

Number of Groups: 4 dkis (no more than 5 persons in each)
N

xj\;,"
Materials necessary: Part 4; pp. 45-51 (Teacher Edition), 39-45'
(Stdgsnt Edition) or total packet r
\\\ & :‘
Prerequisite: Knowledge an&§jnterna1ization of Cummins' theories
Y . ok
"\}.}A “ -

\r

Task 1 Time alloted: 3Q}minu%§§ N

- Participants divide into grdﬁps and each is asked to prepare an
outline of how and what they quld present to: ' .

school board members (Tn 20 minutes)
administrators (in 1 houg)

teachers (in 2 hours)

teacher aides (in 1 hour) =

. Spanish-speaking parents (in 45 minutes)

on the theoretical framework proposeddpy Cummins.

G WM =

Task .2 Time alloted: 30 minutes

n

Each group selects a recorder/reporter tofspare the outline and
discussion with total group. By

 NOTE: Experienced educators will want to elaborate more on the:
discussions as to how these preséﬁiatinns would apply in

their school settings. Additiona} time should be alloted
for this discussion, S

\.

Task 3 Time alloted: 3 hours

\
3

Participants, working individually now, revige and add to their

outline for a presentation and develop the transparencies or script
for a 20 minutes presentation to the audience of their choice; i.e.,
administrators, board members, etc. ' Y :

99
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| | Task 4 ”Timé alloted: 4 hours

Type of facility: 5 small rooms

1. Participants return to their original groups of 5. Each‘meﬁber " o
of the group will do his/her.20-minute presentation for the:. .- e -
other 4 members. ' .

2. After each presentation, membersvw111 provide immediate feedback
byﬂanswering with the following open-ended statements:

q»

. What I liked ‘about this presentation was .. .
’. You could probably impreve the presentation by~. . .
NOTE: Videotaping of the‘sessions‘islhighly-encouraged. If
there is time, they could be sequenced over a longer .

period with the total group -to make this possible instead
of 5 groups performing back-to-back.

10,
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1.

. 2.

6.

7.

8.

Posttest .
What is;Commynicative‘Competence?

How have lihguistic trends influenced the focus ofvinstructioh and
‘assessment? . '

What constitutes the major problem(s) of assessing communicative

.competence?
v’

Diécuss the difference(s) between discrete item tests and prag-
matic and/or integrative tests. '

-
o

What is the difference between Basic Interpersonal CommunicatiQe
Skills (BICS) and Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency (CALP)?

-

How is L2 interdependent of L1?

which student is apt to achieve better in English by grade 6, the '
one who receives more English in grades K-5 or the one who receives
more Spanish? Explain. :

Wwhat should be used to exit a student out of a bilingual program?




Py

o ~ (=)} (&3] + w N -
. . . . . . .

See

See
See
See
See
See
See

See

Answer Key to Posttest

p. 23 paragraph 1, pp. 49, 50, 51, and Part 4.

pp. 21, 22, 45, 46, and Part 4,

pp. 23, 24, 25, 49, 50, 51, 52, and Part 4,
pp.'26; 27, and 28.

pp. 46, 47, 48, 49, and Part 4.

PpP- ;48, 49, and Part 4.

pp. 49, 50, 51, and Part 4.

p. 52.
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